Theology 


iii 


remont 


i Hl |}! 
iii 


| 
95 


] 


38 


The Library 


SCHOOL OF THEOLOGY 
AT CLAREMONT 


WEST FOOTHILL AT COLLEGE AVENUE 
CLAREMONT, CALIFORNIA 


Bey AND EXEGETICAL 
eifisch fA Hardt ca 


HAN D-BOOK 


TO 


THE EPISTLES 


TO THE 


PHILIPPIANS AND COLOSSIANS, 


AND TO 


PHILEMON. 


BY 


HEINRICH AUGUST WILHELM MEYER, Tu.D., 


OBERCONSISTORIALRATH, HANNOVER. 


TEANSLATED FROM THE FOURTH EDITION OF THE GERMAN BY 


Rey. JOHN C. MOORE, B.A. 


THE TRANSLATION REVISED AND EDITLD BY 
WILLIAM P. DICKSON, D.D., 


PROFESSOR OF DIVINITY IN THE UNIVERSITY OF GLASGOW. 


WITH A PREFACE AND SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES TO THE AMERICAN EDITION BY 


TIMOTHY DWIGHT, 


PROFESSOR OF SACRED LITERATURE IN YALE COLLEGE, 


‘ 


NEW YORK: 
FUNK & WAGNALLS. PuBLisHERs, 
10 AND 12 Dry STREET. 
1885 


Entered, according to Act of Congress, in the year 1885, 
By FUNK & WAGNALILS, 
In the Office of the Librarian of Congress, at Washington, D. C. 


heo | OA EE brary 


SCHOO OF THEOL OCY 
AT CLAREMONT 
Fat Wy 


Ny 
& 


Y 


PREFACE 
TO THE AMERICAN EDITION. 


THE present volume of Meyer’s Critical and Exegetical Hand- 
book to the New Testament contains the Commentaries on the Epistles 
to the Philippians, the Colossians, and Philemon, by Meyer himself, 
and the Commentary on the two Epistles to the Thessalonians, by his 
coadjutor, Dr. Gottlieb Limemann. According to the arrangement 
of the New Testament books which is found in the English Version, 
and also that of the editions of the Greek text which differ in some 
respects from the English Version, the Epistle to Philemon is placed 
after the Epistle to Titus. It has been deemed best, however, to insert 
the commentary upon this Epistle in the present volume, rather than ~ 
in the one which includes the Pastoral Epistles, for two reasons: first, _ 
because the Epistle itself was written at the same time with the Epistle 
to the Colossians, and secondly, because the commentary upon it was 
prepared by Meyer, while the Pastoral Epistles were assigned by him 
to one of his fellow-workers, Dr. Huther. It may be added, that the 
superintendence of the English translation of the Hand-book by Dr. 
Dickson extended to all the parts of which Meyer himself was the 
author, but not to those parts which were written by others. 

The English Editor, Dr. Dickson, has prefixed to the volume on 
Philippians and Colossians no formal preface, but only a brief prefatory 
note. All that is of any present interest in this note is the following 
passage :—‘‘ The Commentary on the Epistle to the Philippians was 
translated from the third edition of the German by the late Mr. G. H. 
Venables; but, as it became necessary to incorporate the numerous 
alterations and additions made by Dr. Meyer for the fourth edition, 
the work of revising and completing the version of Mr. Venables has 


independently the greater portion of the translation, from the fourth 
German edition, of the Commentary on the Epistle to the Colossians. 
I have myself translated a small portion of the latter, and, as in pre- 
vious volumes, have revised the whole with some care, and carried it 
through the press. It is stated by Dr. Meyer’s son, in the Preface to 
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the new edition of this volume, that his father had, before his fatal 
illness, despatched the one half of the manuscript of his revision to the 
printers, and that the other half was found labelled ‘ ready for the 
press.’ The book, therefore, although issued subsequently to the 
author’s death, is entirely his own work.” The Commentary on the 
Epistle to Philemon, which was published in the English Edition, as 
also in the original German work, in the same volume with that on the 
Epistle to the Ephesians, was translated by the Rev. Maurice J. 
Evans, B.A. 

Of the general characteristics of Meyer’s work, and of the few 
changes made in the American Edition, in the way of transferring 
citations, references to authors, and lists of names from the text to the 
footnotes, it will be unnecessary to say anything in this yolume, in 
addition to what has been fully set forth in the parts of the work 
already given to the public. With reference to Dr. Liimemann and 
his commentary, the translator, Dr. Gloag, has expressed his views in 
his Preface, which will be found at the beginning of that part of the 
volume which relates to the Epistles to the Thessalonians. Dr. Gloag’s 
translation was made from the third edition of Limemann’s work. A 
fourth edition has since been published in Germany, but with very few 
and unimportant additions. These additions have been incorporated 
in the present volume,* so that the reader has before him the trans- 
lation of the fourth German edition. 

In my own work, as the editor of the American Edition of this 
portion of the Commentary, I have been influenced by the same feeling 
with that which affected me when I undertook the preparation of the 
volume on the Epistle to the Romans—namely, that if additional notes - 
were to be inserted in the American Edition, they should be of such a 
character, and so extended, as to give the edition a value of its own, 
and thus a reason for its existence. Within the necessarily limited 
number of pages allowed me, I have endeavored, according to my 
ability, to do what,this feeling prompted me to undertake. Whether 


* One or two wholly insignificant additions, of two or three lines each, were 
accidently overlooked until the pages of this volume were in press, and i they 
would be of no use to the readers, it was thought unnecessary to rectind chen on an 
appended page. The most noticeable of these is the expression of the opinion 
that Hofmann’s explanation of a certain point connecied with 1 Thess. iv. 11 is 
without any foundation. As this opinion respecting Hofmann’s SnteneneTkaaee is 
pronounced in forty or fifty different places in Liinemann’s Commentary, indeed 
on almost every page of the work—not to mention equally numerous anes in 
Meyer’s notes,— it 1s hoped that the editor may be pardoned by the indulgent 
reader (indulgent to Hofmann, if not to himself ), for having omitted this aan - 
added case from the fourth edition j;—specially, as the reader will recall to Bh 
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the task has been successfully accomplished, the scholarly reader will 
judge for himself, but I trust that he will not find my annotations 
altogether unworthy of a place in connection with those of the authors 
of the original work. 

The plan of my annotations is slightly different from that which was 
followed in the volume on the Epistle to the Romans. Instead of 
selecting particular Greek words or sentences, sometimes separated 
from one another by a considerable space in the original text, I have, 
in the present volume, arranged my notes according to the verses of 
each chapter continuously from beginning to end. In this way, I have 
coyered the ground of the whole Epistle in each case. The reader, 
however, will not demand of me an examination of every word or 
phrase, or even a full presentation of every difficult question. To 
meet such a demand required, in the case of Meyer and Liinemann, 
more than five times the space which has been given to me, and it 
will be readily understood, therefore, that my work could only have 
completeness within the limitations imposed. Such completeness—in 
some measure, at least—I have made an effort to secure. I have pur- 
posely avoided all discussion of the interesting subjects connected with 
the Introduction to the Epistles, and have considered but few points of 
textual criticism. It seemed better to do one part of the work more — 
fully, than all parts less fully, and I confined myself, from the outset, 
to the explanation of the text in its thought and meaning. 

As in the notes on the Epistle to the Romans, I have made but few 
references to commentators, and, in general, only to those who are of 
quite recent date, and, on this account, are not often, or not at all, 
alluded to by Meyer and Liinemann. For the purpose of saving space, 
I have usually abbreviated the names of these writers, but they will be 
easily recognized by all who are familiar with their works, and by 
others on examining the List of Exegetical Literature at the beginning 
of the Commentaries on Philippians and Thessalonians. The’ occa- 
sional references to Winer’s and Buttmann’s Grammars, in my own 
notes, are to the pages of the American translations of those works. 
The same is the fact with the references marked [E. T.] in the notes 
by Liinemann and Meyer. The letters tr. following the names of 
Noyes, Davidson, and one or two others, in my own annotations, will 
be understood as referring to the translations of the New Testament by 


the persons mentioned. 


the fact that Hofmann is now dead, and will realize that, though so unfortunately 
misguided in his opinions in his life-time, he may be presumed, in the clearer 
light of his present existence, to have brought his views of Paul’s meaning, in 
every instance, into complete harmony with those expressed by Dr. Liinemann. 
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I have only to add my commendation of the volume, so far as the 
work of Meyer and Liinemann fills its pages, to all theological students 
and ministers throughout the country, and the expression of my 
hope that all who may examine it will find some help from what I 
have myself written. I am sure that the book will have a kindly 
reception on the part of those who have, at any time within the past 
twenty-seven years, studied the Pauline Epistles with me, in the 
Divinity School of Yale College; and to them I dedicate my own por- 
tion of it—as I did my part of the volume on the Epistle to the 
Romans—with a renewed assurance of my interest in their work and 


welfare. 
TIMOTHY DWIGHT. 


New Haven, Aug. 15th, 1885, 
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THE 1 


EPISTLE TO THE PHILIPPIANS. 


INTRODUCTION. 
SEC. I—THE PHILIPPIAN COMMUNITY} 


marae fortified city of Philippi® was situated in Macedonia, on 
B De the borders of Thrace; in earlier times, as a Thasian colony, it 
& 2 was called, from its site abounding in springs, Kp7videc (Diodor. 

: S. xvi. 3. 8; Strabo, vii. p. 490), but it changed this name for 
that of its enlarger and fortifier, Philip, the son of Amyntas. It was rich 
in gold mines (Herod. vi. 46; Appian. Bell. civ. iv. 15; Strabo, vii. p. 511) ; 
and the victory over Brutus and Cassius made it a landmark in the history 
of the world. Through this overthrow of Roman freedom it acquired a 
high rank as a Roman colony with the Jus Italicum (see on Acts xvi. 11) ; 
but it obtained another and higher historical interest, attended by a greater 
gain for the Roman Empire, through the fact that it was the first city in 
Europe in which Paul, under the divine direction in a nocturnal vision 
(see on Acts xvi. 9 f.), and amid ill-treatment and persecution (Acts xvi. 
16 ff.; 1 Thess. ii. 2), planted Christianity. Thus did the city vindicate its 
original name, in a higher sense, for the entire West. This event took 
.place in the year 53, during the second missionary journey of the apostle, 
who also, in his third journey, labored among the Macedonian churches 
(Acts xx. 1 f.), and especially in Philippi (Acts xx. 6). With what rich 
success he there established Christianity is best shown by our epistle itself, 


1See generally, Mynster, Hinleit. in d. Br. St. Paul's Ep. to the Philippians, Lond. 1868, 


an d. Philipper, in his Kl. theol. Schriften,  p. 46 ff. 

p- 169 ff.; Hoog, de coetus Christ. Philipp. 2 Now the village of Felibah. On the site 
conditione, etc., Lugd. Bat. 1825; Rettig, andthe ruins, see Cousinéry, Voyage dans la 
Quaest. Philipp., Giess. 1831; Schinz, d. christl. | Macéd., Paris, 1831, II. ch. x. p. 1 ff.; Perrot 


Gem. z. Phil., Zurich, 1833; J. B. Lightfoot, in the Revue archéolog. 1860, II. pp. 44 ff., 67 ff. 
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which exhibits a more cordial, affectionate, and undisturbed relation 
between the church and the apostle, and bears a more unalloyed testimony 
to the distinction of the church (comp. especially iv. 1), than we find in 
any other apostolic letter. This peculiar mutual affection also explains 
the fact that Paul, contrary to his usual custom, accepted aid on more than 
one occasion from the Philippians (iv. 10 ff.; 2 Cor. xi. 9); from which, 
however, on account of this very love, we are not entitled to infer that they 
were specially wealthy. The Jews were so few in number that they had 
only a xpocevyf (see on Acts xvi. 13), and the Christian church was one 
consisting mostly of those who had been Gentiles. The view which dis- 
covers a Judaizing faction (iii. 2) in it (Storr, Flatt, Bertholdt, Eichhorn, 
Rheinwald, Guericke, and others), seems all the more unwarrantable, 
when we consider how deeply the apostle was concerned to ward off from 
his beloved Philippians the danger, at that time everywhere so imminent, 
_ of the intrusion of Judaistic disturbance, and how susceptible the Philip- 
pians themselves were to such a danger, owing to a certain spiritual con- 
ceit! which had already impaired their unanimity (i. 12-ii. 16, iv. 2). 
Comp. i. 28. See, against the view of heretical partisanship, Schinz, p. 48 
ff.; Rilliet, Commentaire, Geneva, 1841, p. 352 ff.; Weiss, Introduction to 
his Ausleg., Berl. 1859; compare, however, Huther in the Mecklenb. theolog. 
Zeitschrift, 1862, p. 623 ff. 


SEC. 2—PLACE AND TIME OF COMPOSITION, OCCASION, AND 
CONTENTS. 


It is justly the universal tradition (Chrysostom; Euthalius, in Zacagni, 
Coll. vet. mon. pp. 547, 642, 648; Srmopsis of Athanasius, Syrian Church, the 
subscriptions), and the almost unanimous view of modern writers, that the 
epistle was written in Rome. We are pointed to Rome by the oixia Kaioapog 
(iv. 22), and by the crisis between life and death in which Paul was placed, 
—a crisis which presupposes his appeal to the emperor, as the ultimate 
legal resort (i. 20 ff., ii. 17),—as well as by the entire conformity of his 
position and work (i. 12 ff.) to what we find recorded in Acts xxviii. 16 ff. 
The epistle must, moreover, have been written during the later period of 
_the Roman captivity; for the passages, i. 12 ff., ii. 26 ff, betoken that a 
somewhat lengthened course of imprisonment had elapsed; and the apostle 
was already abandoned by all his more intimate companions (ii. 20), ex- 


1Credner, 2 158 f., represents the conceit of 
the Philippians as apparent also in“ the servile 
courting of the rank of a mpéty mods.” But 


the statement in Acts xvi. 12, which, besides, 
is purely historical, gives no warrant for the 
charge of any arbitrary assumption of rank. 
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cept Timothy (i. 1). A more precise specification, such as Hofmann in 
particular gives (that the apostle had then been transferred from his hired 
dwelling to the prison-house), is not deducible either from i. 12 ff, or from 
the mention of the Praetorium and the imperial house. We must reject 
the isolated attempts to transfer its composition to Corinth (Acts xviii. 12; 
Oeder, Progr., Onold. 1731) or to Caesarea (Acts Xxiil. 23--xxvi. 32; Paulus, 
Progr., Jen. 1799; and Bottger, Beitr. I. p. 47 ff.; favored also by Rillict,. 
and Thiersch, Kirche im apost. Zeitalt: p. 212). Concerning and against 
these views, see particularly Hoelemann, Commentar, 1839, p. iii: ff.; Nean- 
der, Gesch. d. Pflanzung, etc., p. 498 f. 

We are to assume, therefore, as the date of composition, not indeed the 
full expiration of the dceria 677 of Acts xxviii. 30 (Hofmann), but the latter 
portion of that period —in the year 63 es or the beginning of 64.!. 
See on Acts, Introd. 2 4. 

The occasion of the epistle was the fact that the Philippians had sent 
Epaphroditus with pecuniary aid to Paul, who, on the return of the former 
after his recovery from “a sickness nigh unto death,” made him the bearer 
of the letter (ii. 25-28). In the utterances of the epistle, however, there is 
nothing to suggest any special change in the situation of the apostle as havy- 
ing afforded a motive for this gift on the part of the church; and it is an 
uncertain reading between the lines to assume, with Hofmann, not merely 
that the apostle was transferred to the prison-house, but that with that 
transference the process had reached the stage of its judicial discussion, in 
which the Philippians believed that they could not but discern a change 
to the worse for Paul, whom they regarded as suffering privations in 
prison. Those traces, also, which Hofmann has discovered of a letter of the 
church brought to Paul by Epaphroditus along with the contribution, and 
expressing not only the concern of the Philippians for the apostle, but also 
their need of instruction regarding the assaults to which their Christianity 
was exposed, and regarding various other matters of theirs that required 
to be settled and arranged, are so far from being warranted by the exegesis 
of the passages in question, that there is neither direct occasion nor any 
other sufficient reason for going beyond the oral communications of Epa- 
phroditus in order to account for the apostle’s acquaintance with the cir- 
cumstances of the Philippians. And just as the aid tendered by the care- 
ful love of the church had furnished the occasion for this letter to them, so 
also does its entire tenor breathe forth the heartfelt and touching love, 


1Marcion properly assigned to our epistle the last place, in point of time, among his ten 
Pauline epistles. 
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which the captive apostle cherished towards his Philippians. Not one of 
his epistles is so rich as this in hearty effusions of affection and in tender 
references; and not one of them is so characteristically epistolary, without 
any rigid arrangement, almost without dogmatic discussion, as also with- 
out quotations from the Old Testament or dialectic chains of reasoning. 
Not one is so eminently an epistle of the feelings, an outburst of the 
moment, springing from the deepest inward need of loving fellowship 
amidst outward abandonment and tribulation; a model, withal, of the 
union of tender love, and at times an almost elegiac impress of courageous 
resignation in the prospect of death, with high apostolic dignity and 
unbroken holy joy, hope, and victory over the world. “Summa epistolae: 
Gaudeo, gaudete,”’ Bengel; comp. Grotius: “laetior alacriorque et blandior 
ceteris.” 

After the apostolic salutation (i.1f.), Paul, with heart-winning fervor, 
expresses thanks, intercession, and confidence as regards his readers (i. 3- 
11), and then enlarges on his present position, with his hope of a speedy 
return (i. 12-26) ; after which he exhorts them to unanimity and humility, 
and generally to the Christian life (i. 27-ii.18). He promises to send 
Timothy to them soon, yet trusts that he himself shall also soon come 
to them (ii. 19-24); in the meantime he sends away to them Epaphro- 
ditus, their messenger, who is delicately and touchingly commended to 
them (ii. 25-30). On the point, apparently, of passing on to a conclusion 
(iii. 1) he proceeds to deal with his Jewish opponents, with whom he 
compares himself at some length, thereby inciting his readers to be 
like-minded with him, to keep in view the future salvation, and so to 
maintain their Christian standing (iii. 2-iv. 1). After a special exhorta- 
tion to, and commendation of, two women (iv. 2, 8), the apostle subjoins 
the concluding words of encouragement (iv. 4-9), to which he had 
already set himself in iii. 1, adds yet another grateful effusion of his 
heart on account of the aid given to him (iv. 10-20), and ends with 
a salutation and a blessing (iv. 21-28), 


SEC. 3—GENUINENESS AND UNITY. 


The genuineness of this epistle is established externally by the continuous 
testimonies of the ancient church from Polycarp, iii. 11, onward; see 
Marcion in Epiph. Haer. 42; Canon Murat.; Tertull. ¢ Mare. v. 19 
de praescr. 36; literal use made of it, as early as the epistle from Foie 
and Lyons, in Eus. y. 2; direct quotations from it in Iren. iv. 18. 4 v. 13 
8; Cypr. Test. iii. 89; Clem. Paed. i. 107; Tert. de resurr. 28, 47,—in the 
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presence of which testimonies it is unnecessary to adduce uncertain 
allusions from apostolic Fathers and Apologists. Internally it bears the 
seal of genuineness in the thoroughly Pauline character of its contents, 
of its spirit, of its emotions, of its delicate turns and references, of its 
whole diction and form, and in the comparative absence, moreover, of 
doctrinal definition properly so called, as well as in the prominence 
throughout of the features characteristic of its origin as a cordial and 
fresh occasional letter. Nevertheless, Baur, after repeated threats (see 
die sogen. Pastoralbr. pp. 79, 86, and Tub. Zeitschr. 1836, 3, p. 196), has 
directed his bold attacks against this epistle also (see his Paulus der Ap. 
Jesu Christi, 1845, p. 458 ff., and second ed. II. p. 50 ff.; also in the theol. 
Jahrb. 1849, p. 501 f£., 1852, p. 133 ff"); and Schwegler, nachapostol. Zeitalt. 
II. p. 133 ff, has adopted the same views. See, against these attacks, 
now hardly worth the trouble of refutation, beside the Commentaries 
and Introductions, Linemann, Pauli ad Phil. epist. contra Baurum defend., 
Gott. 1847; Briickner, Ep. ad Phil. Paulo auctori vindicata contra Baur., 
Lips. 1848; Ernesti in the Stud. u. Krit. 1848, p. 858 ff., 1851, p. 595 ff.; 
Grimm in the L#t. Bl. of the Allg. K. Z. 1850, No. 149 ff., 1851, No. 6 ff.; 
Hilgenfeld in his Zeitsehr. 1871, p. 309 ff. According to the opinion of 
Baur, the epistle moves in the circle of Gnostic ideas and expressions, to 
which it attaches itself; but the only passage adduced as a proof is ii. 5 ff., 
and this entirely under mistaken explanations or arbitrary references 
of the several elements of that passage. Comp. the commentary on this 
passage, and the remark after ii. 11. The further charges—that the 
epistle labors under feeble repetitions (copies of passages in other epistles, 
as iii. 4 ff. from 2 Cor. x. 18, ¢ al.), under a want of connection, and 
poverty of ideas (in proof of which stress is laid on iii. 1, as the author’s 
own confession)}—rest entirely on uncritical presupposition, and on a 
mistaken judgment as to the distinctive epistolary peculiarity of the letter, 
and as to the special tone of feeling on the part of the apostle in his pres- 
ent position generally and towards his Philippians. Lastly, we must 
reckon as wholly fanciful the doubt thrown upon what is said at i. 12, 
for which a combination of this passage with iv. 22 is alleged to furnish 
ground, and to which the mention of Clement, iv. 38, who is taken to 
be Clement of Rome, and is supposed to weave the bond of unity round 
Paul and Peter, must supply the key; while the supposed anachronism in 
the mention of the bishops and deacons in i. 1, the Euodia and Syntyche 
in iv. 2, and the cb{vyo¢ yrfowe in iv.8, are likewise wrongly adduced against 


1Compare also Planck in the same, 1847, p. 481 f.; Késtlin in the same, 1850, p. 263 ff. 
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the Pauline authorship. Indeed, even the historical occasion of the 
epistle—the aid sent to Paul—is made to appear as a fictitious incident 
at variance with 1 Cor. ix. 15. The special arguments of Baur are set 
aside by an impartial interpretation of the passages to which they refer, 
and the same may be said with regard to the latest attacks of Hitzig 
(eur Kritik d. paulin. Briefe, 1870) and of Hinsch (in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift, 
1873, p. 59 ff.) on the genuineness. The latter, though independent in 
his movement, stands on the ground occupied by Baur; the former has 
no ground whatever. Against Hinsch, see Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 
1878, p. 178 fff. 

Heinrichs, with whom Paulus in the main concurred, Heidelb. Jahrb. 
1817, 7, has sought to do away with the wnity of the epistle by the assump- 
tion that there were originally two epistles——one exoteric, addressed to the 
whole church, consisting of i. 1—-iii. 1, yaipere év xvpiv, and the salutations, 
iv. 21-23; the other esoteric, to the apostle’s more intimate friends, which 
contained from iii. 1, rd avira ypddew, down to iv. 20.1. But this idea is noth- 
ing but a consequence of misconceiving the free epistolary movement, | 
which, especially in a letter like this called forth by a special occasion, and 
addressed to a community so dear to him, might naturally be most unfet- 
tered (see on iii. 1); and in this case, the distinction of exoteric and 
esoteric elements is a mistake, which is no less unhistorical than contrary 
to all psychological probability. 

From iii. 1 we must, moreover, assume that, prior to our epistle, Paul 
had addressed another letter to the Philippians, which is not now extant; 
and this is confirmed by Polycarp (Phil. 3). See on iii. 1, remark. 


1 Without any grounds whatever, Weisse based on style, to regard the portion from 
(see his Beitrdge z Krit. d. paulin. Briefe, chap. iii. onward as the fragment of a second 
edited by Sulze, 1867) has found himself Epistle to the Philippians. 
forced, in accordance with his criticism 


Hatbhov extotoly xpos Pcdixzyatovs. 


ABDEFGYS have merely mpd¢ didurrnoiove. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 1. "Ijoot Xpiorov] Lachm. and Tisch. read Xpcorot Iyjcod. The same in 
vy. 6 and 8. This is to be preferred on account of the strong attestation of B D 
E® (the latter, however, only in vv. 1 and 8), which is reinforced in ver. 8 by 
A; it was readily supplanted by the more usual ’I. X.—Ver. 7. Elz. has merely 
Ty Gxodoy. without év. Lachm. has éy, which Griesb., Matth., Scholz, and Tisch. 
adopt, in brackets. It is found in B D** EK L PX, min. Syr. Copt. Arr. Vulg. 
It. and some Fathers. Looking at this indecisive attestation, and seeing that év 
might more readily be supplementarily or mechanically added than omitted, 
it should be deleted.—Ver. 8. éoriv] after ov is defended by Griesb., bracketed 
by Lachm., omitted by Tisch., following B F G x*, min. Vulg. It. Aeth. Chrys. 
An addition made from a reminiscence of Rom. i. 9—Ver. 9. tepicoein] BDE | 
have wegioceton. So Lachm., who has placed repioceiy in the margin, and Tisch. 
7. With the considerable testimony which exists in favor of the Recepta, restored 
also by Tisch. 8, it should be retained, as wepioceboy might very easily originate 
in the similarity of sound in the following final syllables: émcyvOZEI, raZHI, 
and aio##ZEI. The Recepia is also supported by the readings mepiocever and 
meptooevor.—Ver. 11. Elz. has xaprov .. . tov, against decisive testimony. An 
emendation.—Ver. 14. Lach. and Tisch. 8 have tov Ocov after Adyor, although, 
according to testimony of some weight (such as A B &, Clem.), only an explana- 
tory addition, which some Codd. give in a different position, while others change 
it into rod Kupiov—Vvy. 16, 17. Elz. reverses their position: of pév && épileiag . . . 
pour oi d& #& ayarne ... xeiwat, against decisive testimony. A transposition 
intended to produce uniformity with ver. 10.—Instead of éyeipew (Griesb., 
Lachm., Tisch.) Elz. has éz:géperv, which is defended by Matth. and Scholz, and 
vindicated by Reiche. But éye/p. is decisively attested by the preponderance of 


_ uncials (including 8) and yss.; épéperv, instead of which Theophyl. ms. has 


mooogéperv, is an ancient gloss—Ver. 18. 7A7v] B has 677; A F G P &, min. some 
vss. and Fathers: Aj 671. So Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But the reference of the 
mAgv not being understood, it was explained by the 67: written on the margin, 
which has in some cases (B) supplanted the 7Aqv, and in others passed into the 
text along with it—Ver. 21. Xpioréc] xpyordv was so isolated and weak in attesta- 
tion (Ar. pol.), that it should not have been recommended by Griesb., following 
earlier authority —Ver. 23. Elz. has ydp instead of 62, against decisive testimony. 


1The Philippians are alsocalled duimmjowt ing to Steph. Byz.), uAummets in the Corp. 


by Steph. Byz., PrArwmnror by Polyb.(accord- _Inscript. 
: ’ 7 
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The yap after 704 is neither critically nor exegetically to be rejected. See 
Reiche, Comm. crit—Ver. 24. év th oapxi] év is wanting in AC P x, min. Clem, Or. 
Petr. alex. Cyr. Chrysost. Wrongly condemned by Griesb. and Tisch. 8; for év 
might easily be absorbed by the final syllable of éxiéverv, especially as it is fre- 
quently used elsewhere with the simple dative.—Ver. 25. ovurapauev®] Lachm. 
and Tisch. 8 read tapayevd, which Griesb. also approved of, following A BC D* 
FG x, min. A neglect of the doubly compound verb, attested certainly more 
weakly, but yet by D*** E K L P, Chrys al. and many min., which took place all 
the more readily, because the word does not occur elsewhere in the N. T,, and 
even its meaning might be offensive—Ver. 27. Instead of axodcw, Lach. and 
Tisch. 8 read dxobw, but without a preponderance of testimony in its favor.—Ver. 
28. éoriv airoic] Eiz. has abroic pév éoriv, against decisive testimony.—iuir] A B 
C** x, min. vss. Aug. read tuév, So Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; the dative is 
a mechanical alteration in accordance with the preceding avroi¢ and the following 
tuiv.—Ver. 30. Elz. has idere. But eidere is attested by A C D* E* 8, min. and 
Fathers, and was supplanted by idere through Itacism. 


ConTEents.—After the greeting to his readers (vv. 1, 2), Paul assures them 
of his gratitude towards God on account of their condition as Christians 
(vv. 8-5), while as regards the future also he has confidence, in accordance 
with his heartfelt love towards them, as to the continued work of God in 
their case (vv. 6-8). His prayer is, that their love may increase yet more 
and more on behalf of Christian perfection to the glory of God (vy. 9-11). 
He then declares how his present position redounds to the furtherance of 
the gospel, to which even the preaching of those who are actuated by 
impure motives contributes (vv. 12-18), because Christ in fact is preached, 
which must tend to his—the apostle’s—salvation, since now nothing else 
but the glorification of Christ in his case will be the result, whether he 
remains alive in the body or not (vv. 19-21). Which of the two he should 
prefer, he knows not; since, however, the former is more needful for the 
sake of his readers, he is convinced that it will be the case for their fur- 
therance and joy (vv. 22-26). Only their conduct should be in conformity 
with the gospel, in order that he, if he should come again to them, or 
should be absent, might learn their Christian unity and fearlessness 
(vv. 27-30). 

Vy. 1, 2. Kai Ti60.] [On vy. 1, 2, see Note I. pages 46, 47], not as aman- 
uensis, although he may have been so (comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 21; 2 Thess. iii. 
17; Col. iv. 18; and see on Gal. vi. 11), for from Rom. xvi. 22 we must 
assume that the amanuensis as such is not included in the superscription ; 
nor yet merely as taking part in the greeting (Estius, Weiss), for ver. 1 is 
the address of the epistle, and as such names those from whom it emanates ; 
but as subordinate joint-writer of the letter (comp. on 1 Cor. i. 1; 2 Cor. i. 1 ; 
Col. i.1; Philem. 1), who, as a distinguished helper of the apostle, and 
well known to the readers, adopts the teachings, exhortations, ete. of the 
letter, which the apostle had previously discussed with him, as his own. 
At the same time, the apostle himself remains so completely the proper 
and principal writer of the epistle, that so early as ver. 3 he begins to 
speak solely in his own person, and in ii. 19 speaks of Timothy, who was 


cHaP, 1. 1, 2. 9 


to be sent to them, as a third person. Nevertheless this joint mention of 
Timothy must have been as accordant with the personal relation existing 
between the latter and the readers (Acts xvi. 10 ff, xix. 22), as it was 
serviceable in preparing the way for the intended sending of Timothy (ii. 
19), and generally edifying and encouraging as a testimony of the inti- 
mate fellowship between the apostle and his subordinate fellow-laborer }.— 
dovaoe X. I] The fact that Paul does not expressly assert his apostolic 
dignity by the side of Timothy (as in 2 Cor. i. 1, Col. i. 1), may be explained 
by the intimate and cordial relation in which he stood to the Philippians; 
for in regard to them he saw no. external cause, and felt no internal need 
for making this assertion; and we may assume the same thing in Philem. 
1. The non-mention of his apostolic dignity in the First and Second 
Epistles to the Thessalonians is, considering the early date at which they 
were composed, to be similarly explained (see Lunemann on 1 Thess. i. 1). 
In their joint designation as dov/o ’I. X. (see on Rom. i. 1),—a designation 
resulting from the deep consciousness of the specific vocation of their 
lives (1 Cor. iv. 1),—both the apostleship of Paul and the official position 
of Timothy (comp. Rom. xvi. 21: Tiwd6. 6 cvvepyéc pov; Col. iv. 12) are 
included. Compare civdovioc, Col. i. 7, iv. 7.—roi¢ dyiow év X. ’I.] see on Rom. 
i. 7, and on #ycacuévog Ev X.’1., 1 Cor. 1. 2.—oiv émok. x. deaxdv.] along with 
overseers and deacons. Paul writes to all? the Christians at Philippi (comp. 
Rom. i. 7), bishops and deacons being expressly included (ctv, comp. Acts 
xiv. 5). As official designations, the words did not require the article 
(Kiihner, ad. Xen. Anab. iii. 5.7: otparyyoi dé kai Aoxayoi), although par- 
ticular persons are meant (in opposition to Hofmann), who are regarded, 
however, just as office-bearers. The reason why the latter are specially 
mentioned in the salutation, in a way not found in any other epistle, must 
be sought in the special occasion of the letter, as the aid which had been 


tioned with him (Silvanus being named with 
the latter in 1 and 2 Thessalonians), is a 
proof that Timothy was the apostle’s most 
intimate companion, and was highly esteemed 
among the churches. In 1 Corinthians only, 
Sosthenes, and not Timothy, is mentioned 
along with Paul in the address. 

2¥For -all had, in fact, by their common 
readiness in offering given occasion to the 
apostolic letter. Thus the decorum of reply 
naturally gave rise to the insertion of the 
otherwise superfluous ract, without its imply- 
ing any special design of not putting to shame 
those who possibly had not contributed (van 
Hengel). And when Paul still further in this 
Epistle makes mention repeatedly and ear- 
nestly of all his readers (i. 4, 7 f., 25, ii. 17, 26, 
iv. 25), the simple and natural explanation is 
to be sought in the feeling of special all- 


1In general, when Paul names others be- 
sides himself in the address, the ground for 
it must be sought for in the relation in which 
those named—who were then present with 
Paul—stood to the churches concerned, and 
not in any wish on his part to give by that 
means to the epistles an official and public 
character (Huther on Col. p. 45, with whom 
Corn. Miiller agrees, Commentat. de loc. 
quibusd. ep. ad Phil., Hamb,. 1843, p. 5); for in 
that case the Epistles to the Romans and 
Ephesians would least of all bear the Apos- 
‘le’s name alone. To him, too, with his 
yersonal consciousness of his high apostolic 
standing (Gal. i. 1), the need of any confirma- 
tion or corroboration by others must have 
been an idea utterly foreign. Lastly, this 
very Epistle to the Philippians bears less 
of the official and more of the familiar 


character than any of the others.—The fact, 
moreover, that in almost all the epistles, 
in the superseription of which Paul does 
not name himself alone, Timothy is men- 


embracing love, by which he was attached to 
this well-constituted church not divided by 
any factions. Hence there is uo ground for 
seeking further explanation, as e.g. de Wette 
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conveyed to Paul could not have been collected without the guidance, 
and co-operation otherwise, of these office-bearers.' They might even 
have transmitted to him the money by means of an accompanying letter in 
the name of the church (Ewald; compare Hofmann); there is, however, 
no trace elsewhere of this. Arbitrary suggestions are made by Cornelius 
a Lapide and Grotius: that he thus arranged the salutation with reference 
to Epaphroditus, who was one of the érioxoroa; by Matthias: that the 
éricxorot and didkovee had specially distinguished themselves among the 
Philippians by their zeal and energy; by Rilliet and Corn. Muller: that 
the intention was to describe the church as a regularly constituted one, or 
as an undivided whole (Rheinwald), a collective body organized into unity 
(Hofmann) (which, in fact, other churches to whom Paul wrote were 
also); or that, with the view of preventing disunion, Paul wished to 
suggest to them the recognition of the office as an antidote to self 
exaltation (Wiesinger). Other expositors have given yet other expla- 
nations.—The writing of the words as one: cvvetioxérae (B** D*** K, 
Chrysost. Theophyl. min.) is to be rejected, because ov would be without 
appropriate reference, and the epistle is addressed to the whole community. 
See already Theodore of Mopsuestia.—As to the bishops, called from their 
official duty éxicxora (Acts xx. 28; 1 Tim. ii. 2; Tit. i. 7), or figuratively 
mouuévec (Eph. iv, 11), and after the Jewish-theocratic analogy xpecBirepor, 
see on Acts xx. 28, Eph. iv. 11. And how much the plural is at variance 
with the Catholic doctrine of the episcopate, see in Calovius. The absence 
also of any mention of presbyters? strikingly shows that the latter were 
still at that time identical with the bishops.’ As to the dvaxovia, the care of 
the! poor, sick, and strangers, comp. on Rom. xii. 7, xvi. 1; 1 Cor. xii. 28. 
We may add that the placing of the officials after the church generally, 
which is not logically requisite, and the mere subjoining of them by ody, 
are characteristic of the relation between the two, which had not yet 
undergone hierarchical dislocation. Comp. Acts xv. 4; Heb. xiii. 24. 
Cornelius a Lapide, following Thomas Aquinas, sagely observes, that “the 
shepherd who rules goes behind the flock !”—xépec dpiv x. tr. 2.] See on Rom. 
Tei 
Ver, 3 f. [On vv. 38-11, see Note IT pages 47-50] Comp. Rom.i. 9; 1 Cor. 
i.4; Eph. i. 16; 1 Thess. i. 2; Philem. 4; Col. i. 3—ém? réop ty veia ty.] 
not: in every recollection, but, as the article requires: in my whole 
recollection of you, so that the sense is not: as often as I remember you 
(so usually, following Chrysostom and Luther), but: my remembrance of 


does, by suggesting erroneously that “Paul 
wished to manifest his impartiality with 
regard to the dissension in the church.” 
1There is therefore the less ground for 
Baur bringing forward the mention of bishops 
and deacons in this passage to help the proof 


2In the Epistle of Polyearp to the Philip- 
pians, mpecBvrepor and Scaxovor are spoken of 
as existing in Philippi, but no émicxomos. See 
especially chap. v. 6. Therefore even at this 
later period bishops and presbyters were 
identical in Philippi. 


of a post-apostolic composition of the epistle, 
as is also done by Hinsch in the passage 
specified. See, against this, Hilgenfeld in his 
Zeitschr. 1873, p. 178 f. 


%Comp. particularly Acts xx. 17, 28; and 
see Ritschal, altkath. Kirche, p. 400 ff ; also J. 
B. Lightfoot, p. 93 ff, and Jul. Muller, dogmat. 
Abh. p. 581. Mistaken view in Déllinger’s 


CHAP. I. 3, 4. 11 


you in iis entire tenor and compass is mingled with thankfulness towards 
God. On éré with the dative, comp. ii. 17. Maldonatus, Homberg, Peirce, 
Michaelis, Bretschneider, Hofmann, are mistaken in making jyév geni- 
tive of the sudject (and é7i as stating the ground, 1 Cor. i. 4): “that ye are 
constantly mindful of me,” or “on account of your collective remembrance” 
(Hofmann), which is supposed to imply and include the aid transmitted to 
him as a single pvefa. That for which Paul thanks God—and it is here, as 
in the openings of the other epistles, something of a far higher and more 
general nature—does not follow until ver. 5.—yvei¢] is to be rendered in 
the usual sense of remembrance_(comp. 1 Thess. iii. 6; 2 Tim. i. 3), and 
not, as by van Hengel, in that of mention, which it only obtains in the 
passages—certainly otherwise corresponding—Rom. i. 9, Eph. i. 16, 1 
Thess. i. 2, Philem. 4, by the addition of zoveicfa:. In this case it is the 
pveiav Exe (1 Thess. ili. 6; 2 Tim. i. 3; Plat. Legg. vii. p. 798 A), and not 
the pv. roioba, that is thought of.—rdvrore] [II b.] cannot belong to 
evxyapior® in such a way that the following év wdcy dejoes x. r. A. should be 
separated from it and joined to the participial clause, as Hofmann! desires. 
It is true that xavrore down to tpév is closely linked with what precedes; 
but the connection is of such a character that avrore already finds the 
befitting limitation through éxi xdoq r. preig ivev, and now by révtore x. 7. A, 
can be announced, when the evxapira tr. 0. pw. éxi x. 7. wv. bu, takes place, 
namely, “at all times, in every request which I make for you all, thanksgiving 
towards my God is joined with my entire remembrance of you.” Nega- 
tively expressed, the sense up to this point therefore is: “I never (révrore) 
make my intercessory prayer for you all, without always (rdvrore, as"in Rom. 
i. 10, Col. i. 4) in it associating thanks towards my God with my entire remem- 
brance of you.” This does not render the vévtwv inappropriate, as 
Hofmann objects, the fact being that the apostle constantly bears all his 
Philippians upon his heart, and cannot help praying for them all; he feels 
this, and expresses it. If we should, with Castalio, Beza, and many others, 
including Weiss, connect as follows: “whilst I at all times in all my praying 
for you all make the prayer with joy,” the expression év rdoy deface rv dénow 
rotobuevoc, as thus linked together, would be only a burdensome tautology. 
Instead of pera yap. tr. 6, rowbu., Paul would have simply and naturally 
written the mere yaipwr, This applies also to the view of Huther, who? 
substantially agrees with Weiss. Hoelemann incorrectly connects imép 
mavr, iu. with evxapior® (Rom. i. 8; Eph. i. 16; 1 Thess. i. 2; 2 Thess. i. 3). 
Against this it may be urged, that the otherwise too general év doy defaet 
pov needs* an addition more precisely defining it; and the words pera yap. 


Christenthum u. Kirche, p. 308, ed. 2, who 
makes out of avgvye yvjove the bishop xar’ 
efoxyv. 

1 According to whom Paul is supposed to say 
that “he thanks his God for their collective re- 
membrance at all times, in each of his intercessory 
prayers making the request for them all with 
joy.” Thus, however, the apostle would in 
fact have expressed himself in a manner 


extravagant even to falsehood, because im- 
plying an impossibility. 

2In the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 1863, p. 400. 

8This applies also in opposition to Ewald, 
who attaches inép mavrwy buor, and to Hof- 
mann, who at the same time joins év wdop 
Sencet, to the participial clause. The partici- 
pial clause only begins with the emphatically 
prefixed pera xapas. 
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rv déyo. ro.obu. Which follow, show that the thought is still occupied with 
the prayer, and has it as yet in prospect to express the object of the thanks. 
Lastly, the article in rv déjow points back to a more precisely defined dénorc, 
the specification of which is contained in this very bx, x, tu. Comp. Col. 
i. 3—As to the distinction between déyove and rposevxy (ver. 9, iv. 6), see on 
Eph. vi. 18—On the emphatic sequence of doy, TavToTe, ACN, mévTon, 
comp. Lobeck, Paral. p. 56. Paul does not aim at such accumulations, 
but the fullness of his heart suggests them to him; comp. 2 Cor. ix. 8.— 
pera yapac x,t. 4.] His heart urges him, while mentioning his prayer for 
them all, to add: “when I make with joy the (mentioned) prayer 
(ri 0.),”—a feature which is met with in the opening of this epistle only. 
Ver. 4 is not to be placed in a parenthesis (as by Luther), nor yet from 
pera yap. onwards, for toobp. is connected with evyapioro (in opposition to 
Heinrichs), as containing the characteristic definition of mode for déjox 
im, wavt, bu, 

Ver 5 f. ’En rH xowwr, tu, eic 7d ebayy.] is to be taken together with 
evyapiord, ver. 8 (1 Cor. i. 4), and not with pera yap. x, tr. A. (Calvin, Grotius, 
van Hengel, de Wette, Ewald, Weiss, Hofmann); for in that case, with 
the right explanation of é7? réoy 7. wv. iu, the specification of the ground 
for thanks would be entirely wanting, or would at all events result only 
indirectly, namely, as object of the joy. On account of your fellowship in 
respect of the gospel; [II ¢.] by this Paul means the common brotherly 
coherence (Acts ii. 42) which united the Philippians together for the gospel 
(as the aim to which the koweria has reference), that is, for its further- 
ance and efficiency. The great cause of the gospel was the end at 
which, in their mutual coherence, they aimed; and this, therefore, 
gave to their fellowship with one another its specific character of a holy 
destination. The correctness of this interpretation is confirmed by the 
context in ver. 9, where that which is here expressed by 7 xowovia tudr is 
characterized, under the category of the disposition on which this kowovia is 
based, as 7 ayary iuov, As this view is in full harmony with both words 
and sense, and is not dependent on anything to be supplied, it excludes 
divergent interpretations. We must therefore reject not only the expla- 
nation which refers kowovia to the aid sent to Paul (Zeger, Cornelius a 
Lapide, Estius, Wetstein, Michaelis, Bisping, and others), so that it is to be 
taken actively as communication (see Fritzsche, ad Rom. III. p. 81, 287), 
although it is never so used in the N. T. (comp. on Rom. xv. 26; Gal. vi. 6; 
Philem. 6), but also the view of Theodoret, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, 
Heinrichs, and others: “quod evangelii participes facti estis,” as if it ran 
Tov evayyedion (Theodoret: xowwviay 62 tov ebayyedion tiv riatw éxddece), Chry- 
sostom and Theophylact, who are followed by most of the recent 
interpreters,' understand the fellowship of the Philippians with the apostle, 
that is, dr¢ Kovvovoi pov yiveobe x, ovnpepiorat Tov émt TH edayy. Tver, Theophylact; 
consequently, their co-operation with him in spreading the gospel, in which 
case also a reference to the aid rendered is included. 4In this case, since 


1 Including Schinz, Weiss, Schenkel, Huther, Ellicott, J. B. Lightfoot, Hofmann. 


CHAP. I. 5, 6. 13 


the text says nothing about a “ service” devoted to the gospel (Hofmann), 
an addition like per’ éuov (1 John i. 3, et al.), or some other more precise 
definition, like that in ver. 7, would be an essential element—not arising (as 
in Gal. ii. 9) out of the context—which therefore must have been expressed, 
as indeed Paul must have said so, had he wished to be understood 
as referring to fellowship with all who had the cause of the gospel at heart 
(W iesinger). The absolute “ your fellowship,” if no arbitrary supplement 
is allowable, can only mean the mutual fellowship of the members of the 
church themselves.—The article is not repeated after iuev, because Korvevia eic 
70 ebayy. is conceived as forming a single notion.\—ard rpérne du. axpe To viv| 
is usually connected with 77 xowwvia_x, tr. A. This connection is the true one, 
for the constancy of the xowevia, that has been attested hitherto, is the 
very thing which not only supplies the motive for the apostle’s thankful- 
ness, but forms also the ground of his just confidence for the future. The 
connective article (r7 before 470) is not requisite, as én? ri Kowwvia tuov was 
construed as é7i to Kowaveiv tuac (Winer, p. 128 [E. T. 135]). It cannot be 
connected with t. déyow roby. (Weiss), unless éxi tr. kowwr. x,t. A. is also 
made to belong hereto. If joined with zeroé¢ (Rilliet, following 
Lachmann, ed. min.), it would convey an emphatically prefixed definition 
of the apostle’s confidence, whereas the whole context concerns the 
previous conduct of the readers, which by the. connection with sero, 
would be but indirectly indicated. If connected with eiyapioré (Beza, 
Wolf, Bengel), the words—seeing that the expression Tavrore év rdon deface 
has already been used, and then in éxi 17 xowovia x,t. 4. a transition has 
already been made to the object of the thanks—would contain a definition 
awkwardly postponed.—The first day is that in which he first preached the 
gospel to them, which was followed by immediate and decided results, 
Acts xvi. 13 ff. Comp. Col. i. 6.—reroiéc] confidence by which Paul 
knows his evyapioreiv, vv. 8-5, to be accompanied. [II d.] Without due 
ground, Hofmann confuses the matter by making a new prolonged 
paragraph begin with eroGéc2—aird tovro] if taken according to the 
common usage as the accusative of the object (comp. ver. 25), would not 
point to what follows, as if it were toiro merely (Weiss), but would mean, 
being confident of this very thing, which is being spoken of (ii. 18; Gal. ii, 
10; 2 Cor. ii. 3). But nothing has been yet said of the contents of the 
confidence, which are to follow. It is therefore to be taken as ob id ipsum,* 
for this very reason,* namely, because your kowwvia cic 70 evayy., from the 


1Comp. on xowwwveiv eis, iv. 15; Plato, Rep. 
p. 453 A. 

2He makes ver. 6, namely, constitute a 
protasis, whose apodosis is again divided into 
the protasis Ka@ws éotiv Sixarov émot and the 
apodosis corresponding thereto. But this 
apodosis of the apodosis begins with da 76 
éxewv we, ver. 7, and yet is only continued after 
the words pdprus y- 0 Ocds, ds émiT0OH tpmas, 
which are a parenthesis, in vv. 8,9. Such a 
dialectically inyolyed and complicated, long- 


winded period would be most of all out of 
place in this epistle; and what reader would 
have been able, without Hofmann’s guidance, 
to detect it and adjust its several parts ? 

3 Hofmann also adopts this explanation of 
av7T0 TOUTO. 

42 Pet. i. 5; Plato, Symp. p. 204 A, and 
Stallb. ad loc.; Prot. p. 310 E; Xen. Anab. i. 
9. 21, and Kiihner in loc., also his Gramm. II. 
1, p. 267; see also Winer, p. 135 [E. T. 142], 
and comp. on Gal. ii. 10. 


- 
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first day until now, is that which alone can warrant and justify my con- 
fidence for the future, 6rz 6 évapédpevog a.7.A. — 6 évapkdpevoe K.7.2.] God. 
Comp. ii. 18. That which He has begun He will complete, namely, by 
the further operations of His grace. The idea of resistance to this grace, 
as a human possibility, is not thereby excluded; but Paul has not to fear 
this on the part of his Philippian converts, as he formerly had in the case 
of the Galatians, Gal. i. 6, iii. 8. [II e.]—év tuiv]. That Paul did not 
intend to say among you (as Hoelemann holds), but in you, in animis vestris 
(comp. ii. 13; 1 Cor. xii. 6), is shown by txép rdvrwv inv following, by 
which the language 4 évapé. év iyiv «.r.2. expresses a confidence felt in respect 
to all individuals. — ipyov ayafév] without article, hence: an excellent work, 
by which is meant, in conformity with the context, the kocvwvia ip. sig rd 
ebayy. — aypuc huépac ‘I. X.] corresponding to the ad mpérye¢ muép. axpe Tod 
vov, ver. 5, presupposes the nearness of the rapovoia (in opposition to Wies- 
inger, Hofmann, and others), as everywhere in the N. T., and especially 
in Paul’s writings (Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 297, cd. 2). Comp. ver. 10, iii. 
20. [II f.] The device by which the older expositors (see even Pelagius) 
gratuitously introduce qualifying statements, “ Perseverat autem in illum 
usque diem, quicunque perseverat usque ad mortem suam” (Estius), where- 
by is meant not “ continwitas usque ad illum diem,” but “terminus et com- 
plementum perfectionis, quod habiturt isto die erimus” (Calovius), is just as 
un-Pauline as Calvin’s makeshift, “that the dead are still in profectu, 
because they have not yet reached the goal,” and as Matthies’ philo- 
sophical perverting of it into the continual and eternal Parousia. 

Ver. 7. Subjective justification ofthe confidence expressed in ver. 6. 
How should he otherwise than cherish it, and that on the ground of his 
objective experience (aird rodro), since it was to him, through his love to 
his readers, a duty and obligation! Not to cherish it would be wrong. 
“Caritas enim omnia sperat,” Pelagius.—As to xa@éc, which, in the con- 
ception of the corresponding relation, states the ground, comp. on iii. 17; 1 
Cor. i.6; Eph. i. 4; Matt. vi. 11.—On déxacov, comp. Acts iv. 19; Eph. vi. 
1; Phil. iv. 8; Col. iv. 1; 2 Pet. i. 12!—rotro gpoveiv] to have this feeling, this 
practical bent of mind in favor of you, by which is meant the confidence 
expressed in ver. 6, and not his striving in prayer for the perfecting of his 
readers’ salvation (ver. 4), which the sense of the word ¢povetv does not 
admit of (in opposition to Weiss), as it is not equivalent to ¢yret (comp. 
on Col. iii. 2). See besides, Huther, l.c. p. 405 f—On iép, comp. iv. 10; 2 
Mace. xiy. 8; Eur, Archel. fr. xxv. 2 f.; Plut. Phil. ec. Flam. 3; on rovro p., 
Gal. v. 10, oidév 4240 ¢p. The special reference of the sense of ¢poveiv : to be 
mindful about something, must have been suggested by the context, as in 
iv. 10; but is here insisted on by Hofmann, and that in connection with 
the error, that with xa@é¢ the protasis of an apodosis is introduced. The 
gpoverv is here perfectly general, cogitare ac sentire, but is characterized by 
TovTO aS a ed gpoveiv, Which Paul feels himself bound to cherish in the inter- 
est of the salvation of all his readers (imp révtwv duov)—dcd 7d Exew pe év 


1A classical author would have written:  Sikatov éué todTo dpovety (Herod. i. 39; Dem. 
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CHAP. I. 7. 15 
TH Kapdig tuac| An expression of heartfelt love (comp. 2 Cor. vii. 8) on the part 
of the apostle towards his readers, not on the part of his readers towards him, 
thus making tye the subject; although the sing. capdia (comp. Eph. iv. 
18, v. 19, vi.5; Rom. i. 21; 2 Cor. iii. 15, and elsewhere) is not against 
this view, the position of the words is opposed to it, as is also the context, 
see ver. 8. The readers are present to the apostle in his loving heart— 
éy te toi deopoic x.7.4.] [II g.] so that, accordingly, this state of suffering, 
and the great task which is incumbent on me in it, cannot dislodge you 
from my heart. See already Chrysostom and Pelagius. These words, 
év te toi¢ decuoic x.7.2., set forth the faithful and abiding love, which even his 
heavy misfortunes cannot change into concern for himself alone. They 
contain, however, the two points, co-ordinated by ré... cai (as well... as 
also) : (1) The position of the apostle, and (2) his employment in this position. 
The latter, which, through the non-repetition of the article before Béf., is 
taken as a whole (Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 294 [E. T. 342]), is both anti- 
thetical, the defence of the gospel, and also thetical, the confirmation of it, 
that is, the corroboration of its truth by proof, testimony, etc., its verifica- — 
tion? For an instance of this kind of feSaiwore during the earliest period 
of the apostle’s captivity at Rome, see Acts xxviii. 23. Hofmann, taking 
a groundless objection to our explanation from the use of 7é... Kai (see, 
however, Baeumlein, Partik. p. 225), refuses to connect the ré with the fol- 
lowing «ai; he prefers to connect with the one éyecv, namely with the éyew 
év 7H xapdia, another, namely an éyerv ovyxovwvotc. This is an artificial con- 
junction of very different references of the éyew, yielding the illogical 
formalism: I have you (1) in my heart, and (2) for my companions, ete. 
The latter would indeed be only a more precise qualitative definition of 
the former. The question, moreover, whether in rf azo. x. BeB. rod ebayy. 
Paul intended to speak of his judicial examination (Heinrichs, van Hen- 
gel), or of his extra-judicial action and ministry during his captivity, can- 
not be answered without arbitrariness, except by allowing that both were 
meant. For the words do not justify us in excluding the judicial defence?® 
since the azodoyia might be addressed not merely to Jews and Judaists, 
but also to Gentile judges [II h.]—roi eiayy.] belongs to rf aoa. x. BeBacdoer, 
and not to Be8. only; the latter view would make rf azo4. denote the 
personal vindication (Chrysostom, Estius, and others), but is decisively 
opposed by the non-repetition—closely coupling tne two words—of the 
article before $e8. But to interpret aroAcyia and BeBaiwowe as synonymous 
(Rheinwald), or to assume an év did dvoiv for arodoyig eic BeBaiwavy (Hein- 
richs), is logically incorrect, and without warrant in the connection. It 
is also contrary to the context (on account of rH drodoyig) to understand 
the BeBalwore r. evayy. as the actual confirmation afforded by the apostle’s 
sufferings (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Erasmus, and others).—ovyKowovots pov 


‘ : Sixatds et i.16; Rom. xv. 8; Mark xvi. 
198.8; Plat. Symp. p. 14), or: Stkards eiue 2 Comp. Heb. vi. 16; ; 
TOUTO a (Herod. i. 32; Dem. 1469. 18, and =. 20; Thucyd. i. 140. 6, iv. 87. 1; Plat. Polit. p. 
i C; Wisd. v. 18. 
frequently ; Thue. i. 40. 3.) 309 ; 
1Oeder, Michaelis, Storr, Rosenmiller, am 2 Wieseler, Chronol. d. apostol. Zeitalt. p. 


Ende, Flatt. 430. 
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«.t.4.] characterizes the inac, and supplies a motive for the éyew pe év rH 
kapdia tuae «.7.A.: since you, etc. This love to you, unalterable even in my 
affliction, is based on the real sympathy, which results from all of you being 
joint-partakers with me in the grace. The emphasis is laid, primarily on 
ovyx. and then on révrac, which is correlative with the previous tavrev. 
The idea of the grace which the apostle had received (rijc¢ xapitoc) is defined 
solely from the connection, and that indeed by the two points immediately 
preceding, év te roi¢ deopoic pou and rH arod. x. BeB. Tov edayy., namely, as 
God’s gift of grace enabling them to suffer for the gospel (comp. ver. 29 f.; 
see also Acts v. 41; 1 Pet. ii. 19), and therewith to defend and confirm 
instead of falling away from and denying it. ‘“ Magnus in hac re honos, 
magna praemia” (Grotius). Paul knew that the experience of this grace 
—for the setting forth of which the context itself amply suffices, without 
the need of any retrospective ratryc (as is Hofmann’s objection)—had 
been vouchsafed not only to himself, but also to all his Philippian con- 
verts, who like him had had to suffer for Christ (ver. 29 f.); and thus, in 
his bonds, and whilst vindicating and confirming the gospel, conscious of 
the holy similarity in this respect between his and their experience, 
sympathetically and lovingly he bore them, as his fellow-sharers of this 
grace, in his heart. He knew that, whilst he was suffering, and defending 
and confirming the gospel, he had all his readers as cuuwracyovrec, cvvarodo- 
yovmevor, ovuPeBaovrtes Td evayyéAcov, and that in virtue of the above-named 
grace of God, as a manifestation of which he had recognized his bonds, 
and his activity for the gospel in these bonds. Others interpret it much 
too generally and vaguely, looking at the tender and special references of 
the context, as the “gratiosa evangelii donatio” (Hoelemann, comp. Wolf, 
Heinrichs, de Wette, and others). Likewise without any more imme- 
diate reference to the context, and inappropriate, is its explanation of 
the apostolic office (Rom. i. 5, et al.), the Philippians being said to be active 
promoters of this through their faith (see Theodore of Mopsuestia) ; along 
with which a reference is introduced to the assistance rendered (Storr, am 
Ende, Rosenmiller, Flatt, Hofmann; comp. also Weiss)—which assist- 
ance has come to be regarded as a kovvwvia sic 7d evayyéAuov (but see on ver. 
5), as Hofmann expresses it. Those who feel dissatisfied that Paul does 
not mention at the very beginning of the epistle the assistance rendered 
to him, prescribe a certain line for the apostle; which, however, he does 
not follow, but gives expression first of all to his love for the Philippians 
in subjects of a higher and more general interest, and puts off his expres- 
sion of thanks, properly so called, to the end of the epistle. Lastly, the 
translation gaudii (Vulgate, Itala, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Primasius, 
Sedulius) is derived from another reading (yapac)—The obv in ovyxovevote 
refers to jor, my joint-partakers (iv. 14) of the grace, thus combining ovyx. 
with a double genitive of the person and the thing, of the subject and the 
object (Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 288; Winer, p. 180 [B. T. 191]), and placing it 
first with emphasis; for this joint fellowship is the point of the love in 
question.—As to the repetition of iuac, see Matthie, p. 1031, and on Col. 
ii. 13; comp. Soph. O. C. 1278, and Reisig in loc. 


CHAP. I. 8. 17 


ReMARK.— Whether @ re roi¢ deouoig . . . evayy. should be connected with the 
preceding dca rd éxew ye év rp xapdig tude (Chrysostom, Erasmus, Castalio, Luther, 
and many; also Huther), or with ovyx. «7.4. which follows (Beza, Calvin, Cal- 
ovius, Cornelius a Lapide, Storr, Flatt, Lachmann, van Hengel, Tischendorf, Wies- 
inger, Ewald, Weiss, Hofmann, and others), cannot be determined. Still the 
former, as of a less periodic character, is more in harmony with the fervent tone of 
feeling. Besides, the repetition of iuac betrays a break in the flow of thought 
after T, evayy. 


Ver. 8. A solemn confirmation of the preceding assurance, that he had 
his readers in his heart, ete. [Ifi.] Comp., on the connection, Rom. i. 
9. Theophylact, moreover, strikingly observes: oy d¢ amictobpevoc pdprupa 
kadsi Tov Oedv, GAA tiv ToAAHY didbecwy oiK Exwv TapacTHoas Sid Aéyov.—dc éxiTod 
x.7.2.] how much I long after you all, etc., which would not be the case if I 
did not bear you in my heart (yép), as announced more precisely in ver. 
7. On érixo#, comp. Rom. i. 11; Phil. ii. 26; 1 Thess. iti. 6; 2 Tim. i. 4. 
The compound denotes the direction,’ not the strength of the zobet (comp. 
on 2 Cor. v.-2), which is conveyed by é¢; comp. Rom.i.9; 1 Thess. ii. 10.— 
év onhayxvorg Xpiorov "Incow| [II j.] is not, with Hofmann,? to be con- 
nected with what follows (see on ver. 9); it is an expression of the hearti- 
ness and truth of his longing, uttered in the strongest possible terms. é, 
on account of the sensuous expression which follows (or/dyxva, like D°DN), 
as seat of the affections, especially of heartfelt love, ii. 1; Col. iii. 12; 
Philem. 7, 12, 20; also in classical authors), is to be taken locally: in the 
heart of Jesus Christ; that is, so that this longing of mine is not my own 
individual emotion, but a longing which I feel in virtue of the dwelling and 
working of Christ in me. Paul speaks thus from the consciousness that his 
inmost life is not that of his human personality, of himself, but that Christ, 
through the medium of the Holy Spirit, is the personal principle and 
agent of his thoughts, desires, and feelings. Comp. on Gal. ii. 20. Filled 
with the feeling of this holy fellowship of life, which threw his own 
individuality into the background, he could, seeing that his whole spiritual 
tof was thus the life of Christ in him, represent the circumstances of his 
éxixobeiv, as if the viscera Christi were moved in him, as if Christ’s heart 
throbbed in him for his Philippians. Not doing justice to the Pauline 
consciousness of the unio mystica which gives rise to this expression, some 
have rendered éy in an instrumental sense, as in Luke i. 78 (Hofmann) ; 
others have taken it of the norma: “according to the pattern of Christ’s 
love to His people” (Rosenmiiller, Rilliet); and some have found the 
sense of the norma in the genitival relation: “in animo penitus affecto ut 
animus fuit Christi” (van Hengel).* The merely approximate statement 


% Bengel aptly says: “In Paulo non Paulus 


1 Plat. Legg. ix. p. 855 F; Herod. y.93; Diod. 
Sic. xvii. 101; Ecclus. xxv. 20. 

2According to Hofmann, namely, év oma. 
X. I asserts with reference to the following 
Kai TodTo mpocevx. that Christ’s heart towards 
those who are His produces such prayer in 
the apostle, and manifests itself therein. 


2 


/ 


vivit sed Jesus Christus; quare Paulus non 
in Pauli, sed Jesu Christi movetur visceri- 
bus.” Comp. Theodoret: ov« av@pamivov 76 
didtpov, mvevpariKov. 

4So also Wetstein, Heinrichs, and earlier 
expositors ; whilst Storr refers év oA. ‘I, X. 
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of the sense, given by Grotius and others: “amore non illo communi, sed 
vere Christiane,” is in substance correct, but fails to give its full develop- 
ment to the consciousness of the Xperric & gaiv (Gal. ii. 20, iv. 19; Rom. 
viii. 10; 2 Cor. xiii. 5; Eph. iii. 17); notwithstanding which Hofmann _ 
reganis the identification of Paul's own heart with the heart of Christ as 
simply impossidle ; thus, however, applying to the mysticism of deep pious 
feeling, and the living immediate plastic form in which it finds expression, 
a criterion alien ta its character, and drawing around it a literal boundary 
which it cannot bear. 

Ver. & After having stated and discussed, in vv. 3-3, the reason why he 
thanks God with respect to his readers, Paul now, till the end of ver. 11, 
sets forth what it is that he ests is prayer for them.\—«z/] the simple and, 
[II &] introducing the new part of, and thus continuing, the discourse* 
Aad this (which follows) és what I pray—so that the odjecf is placed first in 
the progress of the discourse; hence it is xal retire tpecsiyouer, and not «. 
xpessiy. tite. Hofmann’s explanation of the «a! in the sense of alse, and 
his attaching é oxi. X. ‘I. to ver. 9 are the necessary result of his per- 
verse metamorphosis of the simple discourse, running on from reredée In 
ver. 6, into a lengthened protasis and apodosis,—a construction in which 
the apodosis of the apodosis is supposed to begin with & ez’ X.*I.; comp. 
on ver. 6—ive] introduces the contents of the prayer conceived of under 
the form of its design (Col. i. 9; 1 Thess i. 11; Matt. xxiv. 20), and thus 
explains the preparatory teire. Comp. on John vi. 2. “ This I pray, 
that your loveshould more and more,” ete—# dpérz jxde], [TT 1] not love fe 
Paul (van Hengel, following Chrysostom, Theophylact, Grotius, Bengel, 
and others).—a reference which, especially in connection with fr: aa2dev «. 
wader, would be all the more unsuitable on account of the apostle having 
just received a practical proof of the love of the Philippians. It would 
also be entirely inappropriate to the context which follows ( éxnrécs 
«r2.). Nor is it their love generally, without specification of an object for 
it, as a proof of faith (Hofmann); but it is, in accordance with the context, 
the brotherly love of the Philippians one fo another, the common dis- 
position and feeling at the bottem of that maurie sic 73 eteyy., for which 
Paul has given thanks in ver.5! This previous thanksgiving of his was 
based on the confidence, dr: 6 Sveaduerer «.7.2., ver. 6, and the conienis of his 


even to the readers (. Geres) For many 
ether interpretations, see Hoelemann and 
Wass 

1“ Redit ad precationem, quam obiter tan- 
tam uno verbo aitigerat (namely, ver. 4); 
expoait igitar sammam eorum, quae iis 
petebat a Deo” (Calvin) 

2The word raerevyena, which now occurs, 
Points to a mmr topic, the thanksgiving and 
its grounds having been previously spoken 
ef Therefore «. vr. rpece’y. is not to be 
attached, with Rilliet and Ewald, to the pre- 
ceding verse: end (how I) pray thin, Two 
éierenf things would thus be joined. The 


former portion is concludad by the fervent and 
solemn ver. S Jatho also (Br. an d@ Pail, 
Hildesh. 1857, p. 9) Connects it with és, namely 
thus: and how I pray for this, namely, to 
eome to you, iz ender that I may edify you. 
Bat te extract for retra, out of érureSe dads, 
the notion: “my presence with you,” is 
mueh teo harsh and arbitrary; for Paul's 
words are not even érure@@ det duds as in 
Rom. i. 11. 

The idea that “your lere™ means the 
readers themseixes (Bullinger), or that this 


CHAP, x. 9. 19 


prayer now is in full harmony with that confidence. The connection ‘is 
misapprehended by Calovius and Rheinwald, who explain it as.love to 
God and Christ ; also by Matthies (comp. Rilliet), who takes it as love to 
everything, that is truly Christian; comp. Wiesinger: love to the Lord, 
and to all that belongs to and serves Him; Weiss: zeal of love for the 
cause of the gospel,—an interpretation which fails to define the necessary 
personal object of the ayd77, and to do justice to the idea of co-operative 
fellowship which is implied in the xomovia in ver. 5.—éri paAdov]. quite our : 
still more.’ With the reading repcoceiy note the sense of progressive develop- 
ment.—iv éxtyvacet x, racy aicfyoec [II m.] constitutes that in which—i. e. 
respecting which—the love of his readers is to become more and more 
abundant? Others take the éy as instrumental: through (Heinrichs, Flatt, 
Schinz, and others); or as local: in, i. e. in association with (Oecumenius, 
Calvin, Rheinwald, Hoelemann, and others),—zepicc. being supposed to 
stand absolutely (may be abundant). But the sequel, which refers to the 
éxiyvwore and aicfyorc, and not to the love, shows that Paul had in view not 
the growth in Jove, but the increase in éxiyvworc and aicbyorc, which the love 
of the Philippians was more and more to attain. The less the love.is 
deficient in knowledge and aiofyoic, it is the more deeply felt, more;moral, 
effective, and lasting. If éxiyvwor is the penetrating (see on. 1 Cor. xiii. 
12; Eph. i. 17) cognition of divine truth, both theoretical and practical, the 
true knowledge of salvation,’ which is the source, motive power, and 
regulator of love (1 John iv. 7 ff.); aioe (only occurring here in the New 
Testament), which denotes perception or feeling operating either through 
the bodily senses* (Xen. Mem. i. 4. 5, Anab. iv. 6. 18, and Kriiger in loc. ; 
Plat. Theaet. p. 156 B)—which are also called aiojcew (Plat. Theaet. 
p. 156 B), or spiritually* (Plat. Tim. p. 48, C; Dem. 411. 19, 1417, 
5), must be, according to the context which follows, the perception 
which takes place with the ethical senses,—an activity of moral perception 
which apprehends and makes conscious of good and evil as such (comp. | 
Heb. y. 14). The opposite of this is the dullness and inaction of the inward 
sense of ethical feeling (Rom. xi. 8; Matt. xiii. 15, et al.), the.stagnation of 
the aicOnripia tie Kxapdiag (Jer. iv. 19), whereby a moral unsusceptibility, 
incapacity of judgment, and indifference are brought about.> Paul desires 
for his readers every (récy) alcOyovc, because their inner sense is in no given 
relation to remain without the corresponding moral activity of feeling, 
which may be very diversified according to the circumstances which form 


~~ 


(Rheinwald), which leads to the right objeets, 


Fathers (very frequently, e.g. in Augustine) 
in the language of the church (Benge)), is 
purely fanciful. 

1Comp. Homer, Od. i. 322, xviii. 22; Herod. 
i. 94; Pind. Pyth. x. 88, Olymp. i. 175; Plat. 
Euthyd. p. 283 C; Xen. Anab. vi. 6. 35; Diog. 
L. ix. 10.2. See instances of waddAov Kai waa- 
Aov in Kypke, II. p. 307. 

2Comp. Rom. xv. 13; 2Cor. iii. 9 (Biz), 
viii. 7; Col. ii. 7; Ecclus, xix. 20 (24). 

Not amere knowledge of the divine will 


* 


aims, means, and proofs of love (Weiss; comp. 
Hofmann). This, as in Col. i.,9; would have 
been expressed by Paul. Neither can émyv. 
be limited to the knowledge of men (Chrysos- 
tom, Erasmus, and others). - qa 

4“ Nam etiam spiritualiter datur visus, audi- 
tus, olfactus, gustus, tactus, i. e. sensus inves- 
tigativi et fruitivi” (Bengel). . 

5 Comp. LXX. Prov. i. 7; Ex. xxviii. 5; Ee- 
clus. xx. 17, Rec. (aic@ynats 6p0%) ; 4 Mace. ii. 2L 
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its ethical conditions. The relation between éxiyvwoe and aiobyor¢ is that 
of spontaneity to receptivity, and the former is the #yeuovxdy for the 
efficacy of the latter. In the contrast, however, mistaking and misappre- 
hending are not correlative to the former, and deception to the latter 
(Hofmann); both contrast with both. 

Vv. 10, 11. Bic 1d donate x.7.2.] states the aim of the repico, év ércyy. k. 
mr. aic#., and in iva #re eiAucp. K.7.4. We have the ultimate design [II n.].  doxe- 
pate ra diagépovra is to be understood, as in Rom. ii. 18: in order to approve 
that which is (morally) excellent. So the Vulgate, Chrysostom, Theodore 
of Mopsuestia, Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio, Grotius, Calovius, Estius, 
Bengel, Michaelis, Flatt, Rheinwald, Rilliet, Ewald, and others. Others 
understand it as a testing of things which are morally different (Theodoret, 
Beza, Grotius, Wolf, and others; also Matthies, Hoelemann, van Hengel, 
de Wette, Corn. Miiller, Wiesinger, Weiss, Huther). In point of usage, | 
this is equally correct; see on doxuaf., in both senses, 1 Thess. ii. 4. But 
in our view the sense which yields a definition of the aim of the words 
meptoo. év ercyv. k. 7. aio#., as Well as the antecedent of the eidixpiveca which fol- 
lows, seems more consistent with the context. The testing of good and 
evil is not the aim, but the expression and function, of the érvworw"e and 
aioOyorc. Looking at the stage of Christian Jife which must be assumed 
from vv. 5 and 7 (different in Rom. xii. 2), the former, as an aim, does not 
go far enough; and the eidccpiveca is the result not of that testing, but of 
the approbation of the good. Hofmann’s view is therefore unsuitable, that 
it means the proving of that which is otherwise ; otherwise, namely, than 
that towards which the Christian’s love is directed. This would amount 
merely to the thought of testing what is unworthy of being loved (= ra érepa) 
—a thought quite out of keeping with the ¢elic mode of expression.—eiAcxpe- 
veic], pure, sincere = xabapéc; Plat. Phil. p. 52 D.2—arxpécxora] practical 
proof of the eiAcxpiveca in reference to intercourse with others (2 Cor. vi. 3): 
giving no offence; 1 Cor. x. 32; Ignat. Trall. interpol. 7; Suicer, Thes. s. v. 
As Paul decidedly uses this word in an active sense in 1 Cor. I. e. (comp. 
Ecclus. xxxyv. 21), this meaning is here also to be preferred to the in itself 
admissible intransitive,—viz. not offending (Acts xxiv. 16; comp. John xi. 
9),—in opposition to Ambrosiaster, Beza, Calvin, Hoelemann, de Wette, 
Weiss, Huther, Hofmann, and others [II 0.]—el¢ suép. X.], to, i.e. for, the 
day of Christ, when ye are to appear pure and blameless before the judg- 
ment-seat. Comp. ii. 16; Eph. iv. 30; Col. i. 22; 2 Pet. ii. 9, iii. 722 tim 
i. 12; also Jude 24 f. These passages show that the expression is not 
ebuivalent to the axpre juépac X. in ver. 6 (Luther, Erasmus, and others), 
but places what is said in relation to the decision, unveiling, and the like 
of the day of the Parousia, which is, however, here also looked upon as 
near.—Ver. 11. werd. kaproy dix.] modal definition of the elAckplv. K, ampdor., 
and that from the positive side of these attributes, which are manifested 


*Soe on biabépery, pracstantiorem esse (Dem. — Comp. dvagepdvrws, eximie (Plat. Prot. p. 349 


1466. 22; Polyb. iii. 87. 1; Matt. x.31),and 7a -D, and frequently). For Soxtuag., comp. Rom. 
Siahépovra, praestantiora (Xen. Hier. i. 3; xiv. 22, el al. 


Dio Cass. xliv. 25), Sturz, Lex. Xen. I. p. 711 f. 2Comp., on its ethtcal use, Plat. Phaedr. p. 
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and tested in this fruitfulness—i. e. in this rich fullness of Christian virtue 
in their possessors. xaprd¢ ducacoc. is the fruit which is the product of right- 
eousness, Which proceeds from a righteous moral state. [II p.].. Comp. 
kapx. tov xvebuatoc, Gal. v. 22; x. tov gwrdéc, Eph. v. 9; x. dtxacoovvnc, Jas. iii. 
18, Heb. xii. 11, Rom. vi. 21 f., Prov. xi. 30. In no instance is the genitive 
With «apré¢ that of apposition (Hofmann). The dixavotvy here meant, 
however, is not justitia fidei ( justificatio), as many, even Rilliet and Hoele- 
mann, would make it, but, in conformity with ver. 10, a righteous moral 
condition, which is the moral consequence, because the necessary vital 
expression, of the righteousness of faith, in which man now xaprogopei 76 
O26 év xawwéryrt xvetuaroc, Rom. vil. 5 f.; comp. vi. 2, viii. 2; Col. i.10. We 
must observe that the emphasis is laid not on dixavocivyc, but on Kapréy,— 
which therefore obtains more precise definition afterwards,—so that d:xa:- 
ocbung COnVeys no new idea, but only represents the idea, already conveyed 
in ver. 10, of the right moral condition.'—rav dia ’I. X.] sc. évra, the more 
exact specific definition of this fruit, the peculiar sacred essence and dignity 
of which are made apparent, seeing that it is produced, not through 
observance of the law, or generally by human power, but through Christ, 
who brings it about by virtue of the efficacy of the Holy Spirit (Gal. ii. 20, 
iil. 22; Eph. iv. 7 f.,17; John xv. 14, e¢ al.).—eic ddfav «.2.2.] belongs to 
merAnp. k.7.2., not specially to roy dea’. X. How far this fruitfulness tends 
to the honor of God (comp. John xv. 8), see Eph. i. 6-14. God’s dééa is 
His majesty in itself; ixawoc is the praise of that majesty. Comp. Eph. i. 
6,12,14. This éraiwoc is based on matter of fact (its opposite is aryudfew tr. 
Qe6v, Rom. ii. 23), in so far as in the Christian moral perfection of believers 
God’s work of salvation in them, and consequently His glory, by means 
of which it is effected, are manifested. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 20. The whole 
work of redemption is the manifestation of the divine défa, See John xii. 
27 f. The glory of God is, however, the ultimate aim and constant refrain 
of all Christian perfection, ii. 11; 1 Cor. x. 31; Eph. iii. 81; 1 Pet. iv. 11; 
Rom. xi. 36. 

Ver. 12. [On vv. 12-14, see Note III., pages 50-52.] See, on vv. 
12-26, Huther in the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 1864, p. 558 ff—Paul now pro- 
ceeds by the dé of continuation to depict his own position down to ver. 26. 
See the summary of contents——The element of transition in the train of 
thought is that of the notification which Paul now desires to bring before. 
them ; ywécxew is therefore placed first: but ye are to know. It is otherwise 
in 2 Tim. iii. 1, also 1 Cor. xi. 3, Col. ii. 1.—ra kar’ éué] my circewmstances, 
my position.2—yaA20v] not to the hindrance, but much the contrary. See 
Winer, p. 228 [E. T. 243]. He points in this to the apprehension assumed 


66 A, and Stailbaum in loc., 81 C; 2 Pet. iii.1; | Winer, p. 215 [E. T. 229]. A classical author 
1 Cor. v. 8; 2 Cor. i. 12, ii. 17; Wisd. vii. 25, would have used the genitive (Hilz.) or the 
and Grimm in loc. dative. : 

~ 1Comp. on dixatoovvy, Eph. v. 9; Rom. vi. 2As in Eph. vi. 21; Col. iv, 7; Tob. xa: 
13, 18, 20, xiv.17, ef al—On the accusative of 2 Mace. iii. 40, et. al.; Xen. Cyr. vii. 1. 16; 
the remote object, comp. Ps. cy. 40, exlvii. 14; Ael. V. H. ii. 20. 

Ecclus. xvii. 6; Col. i. 9 (not 2 Thess. i. 11); 
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to exist, and certainly confirmed to him by Epaphroditus as existing, on 
the part of his readers, which, before going further, he wishes to relieve. 
There’is no trace even here of a /etter received from them with the con- 
tribution (Hofmann; comp. Wiesinger); comp. on ver. 1. Hoelemann: 
“magis, quam antea contigerat;” but this meaning must have been 
intimated by a viv or 767.—rpoxorfy] progress, 7. e. success. . Comp. ver. 25; 
1 Tim. iv. 15.1 In consequence of the apostle’s fate, the gospel had 
excited more attention, and the courage of its preachers had increased; 
see ver. 18 f. As to whether a change had taken place in his condition, 


_ which the readers regarded as a change for the worse, as Hofmann 


requires us to assume, we have no specific hint whatever. The situation 
,of the apostle generally, and in itself, abundantly justified their concern, 
‘especially since it had already lasted so long.—éAjavbev] evenit, i. e. = 
redounded2 So the matter stands ; note the perfect. 

Ver, 18. "Qore «.7.A.] so that my bonds became manifest in Christ, etc. This 
éore introduces the actual result of that tpoxor#, and consequently a more 
precise, statement of its nature’ [III. b.]. ‘Ev Xpioré does not belong to 
Tove deopobe-pov, alongside of which it does not stand; but davepode év Xpicr. 
is to be taken together, and the emphasis is laid on ¢avepoic, so that the 
decuoi did not remain xpurroi or anéxpudor év XpiorG, as Would have been the 
case, if their relation to Christ had continued unknown, and if people had 
been compelled to look upon the apostle as nothing but an ordinary 
prisoner detained for examination. This ignorance, however, did not 
exist; on the contrary, his bonds became known in Christ, in so far, 
namely, that in their causal relation to Christ—in this their specific peculiarity 
—was found information and elucidation with respect to his condition of 
bondage, and thus the specialty of the case of the prisoner, became noto- 
rious. If Paul had been only known generally as déoucoc, his bonds would 
have been ovx éudaveig év XpiorH; but now that, as déopcoc év kvpiy or Tod 
xupiov (Eph, iv. 1, iii. 1; Philem. 9), as réoywv d¢ Xpiorcavdc (1 Pet. iv. 16), 
he had become the object of public notice, the ¢avépworc of his state of 
bondage, as resting év Xpiorp, was thereby brought about,—a ¢gavepdy yiveo- 
6a, consequently, which had its distinctive characteristic quality in the év 
Xpiorp. It is arbitrary to supply dvra¢ with éy Xpioré (Hofmann). Ewald 
takes it as: “shining in Christ,’ 7. e. much sought after and honored as 
Christian But, according to New Testament usage, ¢avepdc does not con- 
vey so much as this; in classical usage® it may mean conspicuous, eminent. 
—tv bdy TO epactepiw] rpacrdpiov is not the imperial palace in Rome,® which 


1As to the later Greek character of this the greatness, but the salutary effect, is indi- 


word, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 85. cated. 

2Comp. Acts xix. 27; Wisd. xv.5; Herod. i. 4Comp. also Calvin, and Wieseler, Chronol. 
120; Soph. Aj: 1117 (1138); Plat. Gorg.p.487B. — d. apost. Zeitalt: p. 457. 

8“Rem, qualis sit, addita rei consequentis 5 Thue. i. 17. 2, iv. 11,3; Ken. Cyr. vii. 5. 58, 
significatione definit,” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. _Anab. vii. 7. 22 and Kroger in loe. ; 
p. 1012. Hofmann’s view, that it stands in ® Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, The- 


the sense of eis TodTo wore, also amounts to ophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Es- 
this. But Hoelemann is in error in making  tius, Cornelius. Lapide, Grotius, Bengel, and 
it assert the greatness of the mpoxomy. Not many others, also Mynster, Rheinwald, and 
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is denoted in iv. 22 by } Kaicapog oixia, but was never called praetorium. It 
could not well, indeed, be so called, as 7d tpactépiov is the standing appel- 
lation for the palaces of the chief governors of provinces (Matt. xxvii. 27 ; 
John xviii. 28, xix. 9; Acts xxiii. 35); hence it might and must have been 
explained as the Procurator’s palace in Caesarea, if our epistle had been 
written there (see especially Bottger, Beitr. I. p. 51 f.). But it is the 
- Roman castrum praetorianorum, the barracks of the invperial body-guard, 
whose chief was the praefectus praetorio, the orpatorédwr éxapyoc, to whom 
Paul was given in charge on his arrival in Rome (Acts xxviii. 16). It was 
built by Sejanus, and was situated not far from the Porta Viminalis, on 
the eastern side of the city.8 16 xpa:tépiov does not mean the troop of 
praetorian cohorts (Hofmann), which would make it equivalent to oi rpa:t- 
wpiavoi (Herodian, viii. 8. 14).~—The becoming known in the whole praetorium, 
is explained by the fact, that a praetorian was always present with Paul as 
his guard (Acts xxviii. 16), and Paul, even in his captivity, continued his 
preaching without hindrance (Acts xxviii. 30 f.).—«ai roi¢ Aouroig raor] not 
in the sense of locality, dependent on év (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin), 
but: and to all the others, besides the praetorians. It is a popular and inex- 
act way of putting the fact of its becoming still more widely known among 
the (non-Christian) Romans, and therefore it must be left without any 
more specific definition. This extensive proclamation of the matter took 
place in part directly through Paul himself, since any one might visit 
him, and in part indirectly, through the praetorians, officers of justice, dis- 
ciples, and friends of the apostle, and the like’ Van Hengel, moreover, 


/ 


Schneckenburger in the Deutsch. Zeitschr. 
1855, p. 300. ; 

1 Act. Thom. 323, 17, 18, 19, in Tischendorf, 
Act. apocr. pp. 192, 204 f., cannot be cited in 
favor of this designation (in opposition to 
Rheinwald); the zpa:tapra Baotttka there 
spoken of (3 3) are royal castles, 0 designated 
after the analogy of the residences of the 
Roman provincial rulers. Comp. Sueton. Aug. 
72; Tib. 39, et al.; Juvenal, x. 161. 

2Camerarius, Perizonius, Clericus, Elsner, 
* Michaelis, Storr, Heinrichs, Flatt, Matthies, 
Hoelemann, van Hengel, de Wette, Rilliet, 
Wiesinger, Ewald, Weiss, J. B. Lightfoot, 
{III c.] and others. 

3See Suet. Tib. 37; Tac. Ann. iv.2; Pitiscus, 
Thesaur. antiq. III. 174; and especially Peri- 
zonius, de orig., signif. et usu voce. praetoris et 
praetorii, Franeq. 1687, as also his Disquisitio 
de praetorio ac vero sensu verborum Phil. i. 13, 
Franeq. 1690; also Hoelemann, p. 45, and J. B. 
Lightfoot, p. 97 ff. Doubtless there was a 
praetorian guard stationed in the imperial 
palace itself, on the Mons Palatinus, as in the 
time of Augustus (Dio. Cass. liii. 16). See 
Wieseler, Chronol. d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 404, 
who understands the station of this palace- 
guard to be here referred to. But it cannot 


be proved that after the times of Tiberius, in 
whose reign the castra praetoriana were built 
in front of the Viminal gate (only three 
cohorts having previously been stationed in 
the city, and that sine castris, Suetonius, Octav. 
49), anything else than these castra is to be 
understood by the wonted term praetorium, 
otparéredov, when mentioned without any 
further definition (as Joseph. Antt. xviii. 6. 7: 
mpo To) BactAciov). 

4 Not even in such passages as Tacitus, Hist. 
ii. 24, iv. 46; Suetonius, Wer. 7; Plin. H. W. 
xxv. 2, 6, et al., where the prepositional ex- 
pression (in praetorium, ew praetorio) is always 
local. 

5 This suffices fully to explain the situation 
set forth in ver. 13. The words therefore 
afford no ground for the historical combina- 
tion which Hofmann here makes: that dur- 
ing the two years, Acts xxviii. 30, the apostle’s 
case was held in abeyance; and that only now 
had it been brought up for judicial discussion, 
whereby first it had become manifest that 
his captivity was caused, not by his having 
committed any crime against the state, but 
by his having preached Christ, which might 
not be challenged (?) on the! state’s account. 
As if what is expressly reported in Acts 
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understands it incorrectly, as if oi Aocroi were specially “homines ezteri,” 
“ Gentiles,’—a limitation which could only be suggested by the context, 
and therefore cannot be established by the use of the word in Eph. ii. 3, 
iv. 17; 1 Thess. iv. 13. Equally arbitrary is the limitation of Hofmann: 
that it refers to those, who already knew about him. 

Ver. 14. rode xAeiovac] the majority, 1 Cor. x. 5, xv. 6, et al. It is not to 
be more precisely specified or limited.—év xvpiw] belongs not to adeAgav 
(Luther, Castalio, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, Heinrichs, van Hengel, de 
Wette, Ewald, Weiss, and others)—in which case it would not indeed have 
needed a connecting article (Col. i. 2, iv. 7), yet would have been entirely 
superfluous—but to zerou#érac, along with which, however, it is not to be 
rendered : relying upon the Lord with respect to my bonds (Rheinwald, Flatt, 
Rilliet, comp. Schneckenburger, p. 301). It means rather: in the Lord 
trusting my bonds, so that év xvpiy is the specific modal definition of reodb. 
roic 6. u., which trust is based and depends on Christ. [III d.]. Comp. ii. 24; 
Gal. v.10; Rom. xiv. 14; 2 Thess. iii. 4. On the dative, comp. 2 Cor. x. 
7; Philem. 21, and the ordinary usage in the classics; in the New Testa- 
ment mostly with éxé or év. ’Ev xvpiv is placed first as the correlative of 
the év Xpior., ver.18. As the apostle’s bonds had become generally known 
as in Christ, so also in Christ (who will not abandon the work of His 
prisoner that had thus become so manifest) may be found the just ground 
of the confidence which encourages the brethren, Paul’s fellow-Christians 
in Rome, a¢éBwe 7. A. Aadeiv, They trust the bonds of the apostle, [III e.], 
inasmuch as these bonds exhibit to them not only an encouraging exam- 
ple of patience (Grotius), but also (comp. iii. 8; Col. i. 24 f.; 2 Tim. ii. 8 
f.; Matt. v. 11 f., and many other passages) a practical guarantee, highly 
honorable to Christ and His gospel, of the complete truth and justice, power 
and glory of the word,’ for the sake of which Paul is in bonds; thereby, 
instead of losing their courage, they are only made all the bolder in virtue 
of the elevating influence of moral sympathy with this situation of the 
apostle in bonds. Weiss explains as if the passage ran ri davepdcer Tov : 
deouav pov (which would tend to the recommendation of the gospel) ; while 
Hofmann thinks that, to guard themselves against the danger of being 
criminally prosecuted on account of their preaching, they relied on the apos- 
tle’s imprisonment, in so far as the latter had now shown itself, in the 
judicial process that had at length been commenced, to be solely on account of 
Christ, and not for anything culpable. The essential elements, forsooth, 
are thus introduced in consequence of the way in which Hofmann has 
construed for himself the situation (see on ver. 13).—repicoor.] i. e. in a 
higher degree than they had formerly ventured upon, before I lay here in 


bonds. Their dgofia in preaching 


xxviii. 31 were not sufficient to have made 
the matter known, and as if that dceria év 
idiw prg@duare precluded the judicial prepar- 
ation of the case (ver.7)! As if the increased 
courage of the mAeioves, ver. 14, were intelli- 
gible only on the above assumption! As if, 
finally, it were admissible to understand, 


had inereased. This, however, is 


with Hofmann, among these zaAcioves all 
those who “even now before the conclusion of 
the trial were inspired with such courage 
by wt!” 

1Oecumerius well says: et yap wh Ociov fv, 
not, TO Kipvyna, ovK Gv 6 TladAos Hveixero 
Umép avtov SedéoGar. Comp. ver 16. 


CHAP. I. 14, 15. 25 


explained by Hofmann, in accordance with the above hypothesis, by the 
fact that the political guiltlessness of preaching Christ had now been estab- 
lished,—thus referring, in fact, the increase of their fearless boldness to a 
sense of legal security. But the reason of the increased égofia lay deeper, 
in the sphere of the moral idea, which manifested itself in the apostle’s 
bonds, and in accordance with which they trusted those bonds in the Lord, 
seeing them borne for the Lord’s sake. They animated the brethren to 
boldness through that holy confidence, rooted in Christ, with which they 
imbued them.—riv 2éyov Aareiv] i. e. to let the gospel become known, to 
preach, Acts xi. 19, and frequently. On a¢é8wc, comp. Acts iv. 81. 

Ver. 15. [On vv. 15-17, see Note IV. pages 52,53.] This is not indeed 
the case with all, that they é xupig meroiBérec toic Jeon. pov repiccor. TOA, K.T.A. 
No, some in Rome preach with an improper feeling and design; but some 
also with a good intention. (Both parties are described in further detail 
in vy. 16,17.) In either case—Christ is preached, wherein I rejoice and 
will rejoice (ver. 18).—rvé¢ pév kai dud pOdvov x, épw]. These do not form a 
part of those described in ver. 14 (Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Calvin, and 
others, also Weiss, Hofmann, and Hinsch), for these latter are character- 
ized by év xupip wero. roic decu. wou quite otherwise, and indeed in a way 
which excludes the idea of envy and contention (comp. also Huther, l. c.), 
and appear as the majority to which these rwé¢ stand in contrast as excep- 
tions ; but they are the anti-Pauline party, Judaizing preachers, who must 
have pursued their practices in Rome, as in Asia and Greece, and exer- 
cised an immoral, hostile opposition to the apostle and his gospel.1 We 
have no details on the subject, but from Rom. xiv. ‘we see that there was 
a fruitful field on which this tendency might find a footing and extend its 
influence in Rome. The idea that it refers to certain members of the 
Pauline school, who nevertheless hated the apostle personally (Wiesinger, 
comp. Flatt), or were envious of his high reputation, and impugned his 
mode of action (Weiss), is at variance with the previous év xupiv, assumes 
a state of things which is in itself improbable, and is not required by the 
utterance of ver. 18 (see the remark after ver. 18). See also Schnecken- 
burger, p. 301 f.—xa/] indicates that, whilst the majority were actuated by 
a good disposition (ver. 14), an evil motive also existed in several,—expresses, 
therefore, the accession of something else in other subjects, but certainly not 
the accession of a subordinate co-operating motive in a portion of the same 
persons designated in ver. 14 (Hofmann).—d:4 ¢06vov x. épw] [iv. a. b. page 
53] on account of envy and strife, that is, for the sake of satisfying the 
strivings of their jealousy in respect to my influence, and of their conten- 
tious disposition towards me. Comp. ver. 17.4—Twvé¢ dé cai] But some also ; 
there also are not wanting such as, etc. Observe that the 02 «ai joins itself 


1 For the person to whom individually their 
$06vos and épis (as likewise the subsequent 
evSoxia) had reference was self-evident to 
the readers, and Paul, moreover, announces 
it to them in ver.16f. Without due reason 
Hinsch finds in this the mark of a later 


period, when the guarding of the apostle’s 
personal position alone was concerned. See 
against this, Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1873, 
p. 180 f. 

20n da POdvorv, comp. Matt. xxvii. 18; Mark 
xv. 10; Plat. Rep. p.586 D: P0dvy dra grdoripiav. 
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with rivéc, whereas in pév kai previously the «ai is attached to the following 
dia ¢O6vov. The rivée here are they who in ver. 14 were described as mAeio- 
vec, but are now brought forward as, in contrast to the tiwé¢ pév, the other 
portion of the preachers, without any renewed reference to their prepond- 
erance in numbers, which had been already intimated.’—év’ eidoxiav] on 
account of goodwill, that is, because they entertain a feeling of goodwill 
towards me. This interpretation is demanded by the context, both in the 
antithesis dia ¢Odvov x. pv, and also in ver. 16: é& ayaxnc2 Others take it, 
contrary to the context, as: “ex benevolentia, qua desiderant hominum 
salutem” (Estius, comp. already Pelagius); or, “quod ipsi id probarent,” 
from conviction (Grotius, Heinrichs, and others), from taking delight in 
the matter generally (Huther), or in the cause of the apostle (de Wette), or 
in his preaching (Weiss). 

Vv. 16, 17. We have here a more detailed description of both parties in 
respect to the motives which actuated them in relation to the deoyvoi of the 
apostle.—oi pév . . . of dé] corresponds to the two parties of ver. 15, but— 
and that indeed without any particular purpose—in an inverted order (see 
the critical remarks), as in 2 Cor. ii. 16, and frequently in classical authors 
(Thue. i. 68. 4.; Xen. Anab. i. 10. 4). In ver. 18 the order adopted in ver. 
15 is again reverted to.—oi é€ ayaryc] [IV. c.] se. dvrec, a genetic description 
of the ethical condition of these people: those who are of love, i. e. of loving 
nature and action; comp. Rom. ii. 8; Gal. iii. 7; John xviii. 87, et al. We 
must supply what immediately precedes: rdv Xpiordv Kypiccovory, of which 
eidérec x.7.2, then contains the particular moving cause (Rom. v. 8, 6,9; Gal. 
ii.16; Eph. vi. 8 f., et al.). We might also take oi yév (and then oi dé) abso- 
lutely: the one, and then bring up immediately, for & dyaryc, the sub- 
sequent r. Xpiordv xarayyéAAovow (so Hofmann and others). But this would 
be less appropriate, because the progress of the discourse does not turn on 
the saying that the one preach out of love, and the other out of contention 
(for this has been said in substance previously), but on the internal deter- 
mining motives which are expressed by eidére¢ x.7.2. and olduevoe K.7.A.5 
besides, ody dyvé¢ would then follow as merely a weak and disturbing 
auxiliary clause to é& épuleiac.—ori ei¢ arroA. Tow evayy. keiwac] that I am destined, 7 


1Van Hengel has not taken this into ac- have desired to say this, and does not say it; 


count, when he assumes that in tuvés 88 cai 
Paul had in view only a portion of those 
designated in ver. 14. It is an objection to 
this idea, that what is said subsequently in 
ver. 16 of the tevés 58 xai completely harmon- 
izes with that, whereby the mAcioves generally, 
and not merely a portion of them, were 
characterized in ver. 14, (év kup. em. 7. Seop.). 
This applies also in opposition to Hofmann, 
according to whom the two twés, ver. 15 f., 
belong to the mAcioves of ver. 14, whom they 
divide into two classes. Hofmann’s objection 
to our view, viz. that the apostle does not say 
that the one party preach solely out of envy 
and strife, and the other solely out of good- 
will, is irrelevant. He could not, indeed, 


but he could describe in general, as he has 


» done, the ethical antitheses which character- 


ized the two parties. Moreover, épts means 
everywhere in the N. T., and especially here 
in its conjunction with pé@6vos comp. Rom. i. 
29; 1 Tim. vi. 4), not rivalry—the weaker 
sense assigned to it here, without a shadow 
of justification from the context, by Hofmann 
(“they wish to outdo him”)—but strife, con- 
tention. Just as little is ép.@ea to be reduced 
to the general notion of egotism, as is done by 
Hofmann; see on ver. 17. 

2As to the linguistic use of edSoxia in this 
sense (ii, 13), see Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 
372. Comp. on Rom, x.1. 


CHAP. 1, 16, 17, . OT 


am ordained of God for (nothing else than) the defence of the gospel—a 
destination which they on their parts, in consequence of their love to me, 
feel themselves impelled to subserve. They labor sympathetically hand 
in hand with me.—«eiva:] as in Luke ii. 34; 1 Thess. iii. 3 Others render: I 
lie in prison (Luther, Piscator, Estius, Wolf,am Ende, Huther, and others) ; 
but the idea of lying under fetters, which xeiwa: would thus convey?, does not 
harmonize with the position of the apostle any more than the reference of 
its meaning thereby introduced : they know that I am hindered in my preach- 
ing, and therefore they “supplent hoe mewm impedimentum sua praedica- 
tione,” Estius. See, on the contrary, Acts xxviii. 30,31; Phil. i. 7. Van 
Hengel also imports (comp. Weiss): “me ad causam rei Christiane, ubi 
urgeat necessitas, coram judice defendendam hic in miseria jacere.” §—oi 
dé 2§ Epi.) sc. dvrec, the fuctious, the cabal-makers, See on Rom. ii. 8; 2 Cor. 
xii. 20; Gal. v. 20.4 It corresponds with the ¢6évov x. épuv, ver. 15.—rov X, 
xatayy. oby dyvdc] belong together. sxarayy. is, in substance, the same as 
knpvacewv, but more precisely defining it as the announcement of the Mes- 
siah (Acts xvii. 3, 23; Col. i. 28, et al.). The words rt. Xpuoréy karayyéAAovow 
might have been left out, following the analogy of ver. 16, but are inserted 
to bring out the tragic contrast which is implied in preaching Christ, and 
yet doing so oy dyvic, non caste, not in purity of feeling and purpose. 
kafapac 1s synonymous (Hom. H. in Apoll. 121), also with a mental refer- 
ence (Hesiod. Zoya, 339).2—oiépevor x.7.2. [LV d.] thinking to stir up affliction 
for my bonds, to make my captivity full of sorrow. This they intend to 
do, and that is the immoral moving spring of their unworthy conduct; 
but (observe the distinction between oidyvevoe and eidérec in ver. 16) Paul 
hints by this purposely-chosen word (which is nowhere else used by him), 
that what they imagine fails to happen. On oiwa with the present infinitive, 
see Pflugk, ad Eur. Hec. 283. The future infinitive would not convey 
that what is meant is even now occurring. How far they thought that 
they could effect that injurious result by their preaching, follows from ver. 
15 and from é¢ épifeiag; in so far, namely, that they doubtless, rendered 
the more unscrupulous through the captivity of the apostle, sought by 
their preaching to prejudice his authority, and to stir up controversial 
-and partisan interests of a Judaistic character against him, and thus 
thought thoroughly to embitter the prisoner’s lot by exciting opponents 
to vex and wrong him. This was the cabal in the background of their 
dishonest preaching. That by the spread of the gospel they desired to pro- 
yoke the hostility of the heathen, especially of Nero, against Paul, and 
thus to render his captivity more severe, is a groundless conjecture 
imported (Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, and others; comp. 


3 Comp. Hom. Od. i. 46; Soph, Aj. 316 (823) ; 
Pflugk, ad Eur. Hee. 496. 


1Comp. Plat. Legg x. p. 909; Thue. iii. 45, 2, 
47,2; Ecclus. xxxviii. 29, and other passages 


in which “xeio@ac tanquam passivum verbi 
moveicOar vel riOévar videtur,” Ellendt, Lex. 
Soph I. p. 943. 

2Comp. Eur. Phoen. 1633; 
1492. 


Aesch. Ag. 


4So also Ignatius, ad Philadelph. 8. 

5Comp. Plat. Legg. viii. p. 840 D; 2 Cor. vii. 
11, xi. 2; Phil. iv. 8, et al. ; 2 Cor. vi. 6. 

6See generally Stallbaum, ad Plat. Crit. p. 
52C, comp. Phaed. p. 116 E. 
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already Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Pelagius).—On éyeipew 
(see the critical remarks) comp. éy. ddivac, Plat. Theaet. p. 149 C, and 
similar passages. 

Ver. 18. [On vv. 18-21, see Note V. pages 54, 55.] On ti ydp, scil. éort, 
comp. on Rom. iii. 8, where, however, ydp is not, as here, conclusive (see 
on 1 Cor. xi. 22"); comp. also Klotz, ad Devar. p. 245. It is rendered 
necessary by the 7A#v that the mark of interrogation should not be placed 
(as it usually is) after ri yap, but the question goes on to KarayyéAderac 
(comp. Hofmann); and it is to be observed that through Af the 
ri ydp receives the sense of ri yap 4420* [V a.] Hence: what else takes 
place therefore (in such a state of the case) except that, etc., t. e. what 
else than that by every sort of preaching, whether it is done in pretence 
or in truth, Christ is proclaimed? and therein, that it is always Christ 
whom they preach, I rejoice, ete. How magnanimous is this liberality 
of judgment as to the existing circumstances in their reference to 
Christ! By mpogdcec and aAnfeia is indicated the characteristic differ- 
ence in the two kinds of preachers, vv. 15-17, and thus cavri tpérw 
receives the more precise definition of its respective parts. As regards 
the first class, the preaching of Christ was not a matter of sincerity and 
truth—wherein they, in accordance with their sentiments, were really 
concerned about Christ, and He was the real airia of their working (see 
on the contrast between aizia and zpédacic, Polyb. iii. 6. 6 ff.)—but a matter 
of pretence, under the cloak of which they entertained in their hearts envy, 
strife, and cabal, as the real objects of their endeavors. For instances of 
the antithesis between mpégacre and aAjGeca or TaAnbéc, see Raphel, Polyb. ; 
Loesner and Wetstein. To take zpdgacre as opportunity, occasion®,—as, fol- 
lowing the Vulgate, Luther, Estius, Grotius (“nam occasione illi Judaei, 
dum nocere Paulo student, multos pertrahebant ad evang.”’), and others 
understand it,—is opposed to the context in vv. 15-17, in which the want 
of honest disposition is set forth as the characteristic mark of these persons. 
On wAfv in the sense of 7, comp. Kuhner, II. 2, p. 842—év rotrw] the 
neuter: therein, in accordance with the conception of that in which the 
feeling has its basis. [V b.¢.] In the Xpcori¢ xatayyéAdrerac lies the apos- 
tle’s joy.—aAAd Kai yaphooua] surpassing the simple yaipo by a plus, and 
therefore added in a corrective antithetical form (imo etiam); comp. on 1 
Cor. iii. 2; 2 Cor. xi. 1. To begin a new sentence with aad (Lachmann, 
Tischendorf), and to sever yapfooua from its connection with év robre 
(Hofmann, who makes the apostle only assert generally that he will con- 
tinue to rejoice also in the future), interrupts, without sufficient reason, the 
flow of the animated discourse, and is also opposed by the proper refer- 


lAccording to Weiss, ydp is intended to “TJs it then so, as they think?” 
establish the oldmevoe x. tT dy 80 far as the 2See Heindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 232 C. 
latter is only an empty imagination. But 
this is an unnecessary seeking after a very * Herod. i. 29, 30, iv. 145, vi. 94; Dem. xx. 26; 
obscure reference. The ri yép draws, as it ADtiph. v. 21; Herodian, i. 8, 16, v. 2. 14, 
were, the result from vv 15-17. Hence also 4Comp. Col. i. 24; Plat. Rep. x. p. 603 ©; 
we cannot, with Huther, adopt as the sense: Soph. Zr 1118; Kuhner, II. 1, p. 403. 
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ence of oida yép in ver. 19. [Vd.] This applies also in opposition to 
Hinsch, p. 64 f. 


RemMarK.—Of course this rejoicing does not refer to the impure intention of 
the preachers, but to the objective result. See, already, Augustine, ¢. Faust. xxii. 
48; c. Ep. Purm. ii, 11. Nor does ravr? rpéx apply to the doctrinal purport of 
the preaching (Gal. i. 8), but to its ethical nature and method, to disposition and 
purpose. See Chrysostom and those who follow him. Nevertheless the apostle’s 
judgment may excite surprise by its mildness (comp. iii. 2), since these opponents 
must have taught what in substance was anti-Pauline. But we must consider, 
first, the fone of lofty resignation in-general Which prevails in this passage, and 
which might be fitted to raise him more than elsewhere above antagonisms; 
secondly, that in this case the danger did not affect as it did in Asia and Greece, 
in Galatia and Corinth, his personal sphere of apostolical ministry; thirdly, that 
Rome was the very place in which the preaching of Christ might appear to him 
in ttself of such preponderating importance as to induce him in the meantime, 
while his own ministry was impeded and in fact threatened with an imminent 
end, to allow—in generous tolerance, the lofty philosophical spirit of which Chry- 
sostom has admired—of even un-Pauline admixtures of doctrine, in reliance on 
the discriminating power of the truth; lastly, that a comparison of iii. 2 permits 
the assumption, as regards the teachers referred to in the present passage, of a less 
important grade of anti-Pauline doctrine,’ and especially of a tenor of teaching 
which did not fundamentally overthrow that of Paul. Comp. also on iii. 2. All 
the less, therefore, can the stamp of mildness and forbearance which our passage 
bears be used, as Baur and Hitzig? employ it, as a weapon of attack against the 
genuineness of the epistle. Comp. the appropriate remarks of Hilgenfeld in his 
Zeitschr. 1871, p. 314 ff.; in opposition to Hinsch, see on ver. 15, Calvin, more- 
over, well says: “Quamquam autem gaudebat Paulus evangelii incrementis, nun- 
quam tamen, si fuisset in ejus manu, tales ordinasset ministros.” 


Ver. 19. Reason assigned not only for the 44/4 kai yaphoopat, but for the 
entire conjoint assertion: év roirw yaipw, 4224 «x. yap. For both, for his 
present joy and for his future joy, the apostle finds the subjective ground 
in the certainty now to be expressed.—roiro] [V ¢.] the same thing that 
was conveyed by év rotrw in ver. 18, this fact of Christ’s being preached, from 
whatever different motives it may be done,—not: my present, ra kar’ éué 
(Hofmann).—eic¢ cwrypiay] is, in conformity with the context, not to be 
explained of the deliverance from captivity (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Mus- 
culus, Heinrichs), or of the preservation of the apostle’s life (Oecumenius), 
or of the triwmph over his enemies (Michaelis), or of the salvation multorum 
hominum (Grotius); nor is it to be more precisely defined as the eternal 
Messianic redemption (van Hengel, Weiss; comp. Matthies and Hoele- 
mann), or as spiritual salvation (Rheinwald, de Wette). On the contrary, 
the expression : “it will turn out to my salvation” (comp. Job xiii. 16), will 
be salutary for me, is, without anticipating the sequel, to be left without 


1Comp. Lechler, apost. Zeitalt p. $88. “Optimus quisque amore et fide, pessimi malig- 
2Who thinks that he recognizes here an __ nitate et livore.” 
indistinct shadow of Tacitus, Agric. 41: = 
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any more precise modal definition ; for Paul himself only announces, as the 
discourse proceeds (ver. 20), how far he expects salutary results for him- 
self to arise out of the state of things in question. [Ve] Bengel aptly 
remarks: “non modo non in pressuram,” ver. 17..—Through the entreaty of 
his Philippians, Paul knows, it will be salutary for him (comp. 2 Cor. i, 11; 
Rom. xv. 31; 2 Thess. iii. 12; Philem. 22), and through supply of the Spirit 
of Christ, that is, through the Spirit of Christ supplying him with help, 
strength, courage, light, etc. (comp. on éxyopyy., Eph. iv. 16). [V f.] 
The words sa rie buav defoewe . .. Xpeorov, embrace, therefore, two elements 
which work together and bring about the arofje. ei¢ owryp., one of these 
on the part of the readers themselves (hence ivév is placed first), the other 
on the part of the Holy Spirit. After kai, dca is to be again understood ; 
the article, however, is not repeated before éxcyop., not because the entreaty 
and the éryopyyia are to be taken together as one category, which in this 
passage would be illogical,? but because Paul conceived the second member 
of the clause without the article: swpply (not the supply) of the Spirit. rod 
rvetuaroc is the genitive of the subject ; as genitive of the object (Wiesinger, 
in accordance with Gal. iii. 5) the expression would be inappropriate, 
since Paul already has the Spirit (1 Cor. vii. 40), and does not merely 
expect it to be supplied, though in his present position he does expect the 
help, comfort, etc., which the Spirit supplies’ [Vg.| Respecting the rvetya 
Xpcorod, see on Rom. viii. 9; Gal. iv.6; 2 Cor. iii. 17. Paul here designates 
the Holy Spirit thus, because Jesus Christ forms, in the inmost conscious- 
ness of the apostle, the main interest and aim of his entire discourse, ver. 
18 ff. 

Ver. 20. It will prove salutary for me in conformity with my earnest 
expectation (see, regarding aroxapadoxia, on Rom. viii. 19) and my hope, that 
I, ete. (object of the earnest expectation and hope). Others take é7 as 
argumentative (Vatablus, Estius, Matthies); but by this interpretation the 
kara t. amon, x. éAr. w. seems, after the oida already expressed, to be an 
addition for which there is no motive, and the flow of the discourse is 
interrupted. No, when Paul says with 67: «7.2. what it is that he earnestly 
expects and hopes (comp. Rom. viii. 20 f.), he thereby supplies the precise 
definition of the former merely general expression ei¢ owrnpiay.—This is 
neither clumsy nor unsuited to the meaning of azoxapad., as Hofmann 
thinks, who goes back with ér: to the far distant olda, and finds it convenient 
to co-ordinate it with the first 47. Paul would have made this alleged 
conjunction convenient and at the same time intelligible, only in the event 
of his having written xa? érc.—év oddev? aicyvvOfoouar] that I shall in no point 
(2 Cor, vi. 3, vii. 9; Jas. i. 4), in no respect, be put to shame; that is, in no 


10n amoByjcera, will turn out, issue, comp. 
Luke xxi. 13; Job xiii. 16; 2 Mace. ix. 24; 
Plat. Lys. p. 206 A; de virt. p. 379 C; Rep. p. 
425 C; Dem. 142. 10. 

2Bengel well says: “precationem in coelum 
ascendentem ; exhibitionem de coelo venientem.” 
If, however, émcxopnyias is still to be included 


in dependence on tis buav (so Buttmann, 
neut. Gr. p. 87 [E. T. p. 100]), the readers 
would at all events appear as those com- 
municating, which would yield an incongru- 
ous idea. 

3Comp. Theodoret: rod Oelov jot mvevpmatos 
XopnyourTos Thy xapiv. 
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respect will a result ensue tending to my shame,—a result which would 
expose me to the reproach of having failed to accomplish my destiny 
(comp. the sequel). Matthies understands it differently: “in nothing 
shall I show myself shamefaced and fearful ;” comp. van Hengel: “pudore 
confusus ab officio deflectam.” But the context, in which Paul desires to 
explain more in detail (comp. ver. 21) the words jo: aroByoetat ete owtyptay, 
ver. 19, will not harmonize with any other than the above-named purely 
passive interpretation; not even with the sense that Paul would not 
“stand disgraced” (Weiss, comp. Huther), that is, be found unfaithful to 
his office, or deficient in the discharge of its duties to the glorifying of 
Christ. The connection requirés a description, not of Paul’s behavior, but 
of the fate in which the roiro of ver. 19 would issue for him. Hoelemann 
takes év oidevi as masculine, of the preachers described in ver. 15 ff., who in 
their ministry, though actuated by such various motives, “ita esse versa- 
turos, ut inde non oriatur, de quo erubescat et doleat quum ipse, tum 
etiam in re sua quasi Christus.” This interpretation is opposed both by 
the context, which from ver. 18 onwards brings forward no persons at all; 
and also by the sense itself, because Paul, thus understood, would be made 
to express a confidence in the labors of those teachers which, as regards 
the malicious portion of them (ver. 17, comp. ver. 15), would not be befit- 
ting. The aicyivecba: of the apostle was indeed the very object which they 
had in view; but, he means to say, ov« aicyivopwa, tovtéoriw ob meptécovTat, 
Chrysostom.—aAz’ év xdoy rappyoia «.7.4.] [V h.] the contrast to év obdevi 
aicxuvOjoouac; for the apostle can receive no greater honor and triumph 
(the opposite to the aiczivecta:) than to be made the instrument of glorify- 
ing Christ (iii. 7 f): but with all freeness, as always, so also now, Christ will be 
magnified in my body.—év racy rappyc.] év way corresponds to the previous 
év ovdevi, so that every kind of freeness, which is no way restrained or 
limited (comp. Acts iv. 29, xxviii. 81; 2 Cor. iii. 12), is meant, which 
amounts substantially to the idea, “une pleine liberté” (Rilliet and older 
expositors)”. The subject of the freeness is Paul himself, inasmuch as it 
was in his body that the fearless glorifying of Christ was to be manifested 
(see below); but he expresses himself in the passive (ueyaAvvOgoera) and 
not in the active, because, in the feeling of his being the organ of divine 
working, the yo: axoBfoerac sic ‘cwrnpiay (ver. 19) governs his conceptions 
and determines his expression. Hofmann’s view, that év m. rappyc. means 
“in full publicity,’ as an unmistakable fact before the eyes of all, is lin- 
guistically erroneous. See, in opposition to it, on Col. ii. 15.—o¢ mavrore 
xai viv.] [V i.], so that the present circumstances, however inimical they 
are in part towards me (vv. 15-18), will therefore bring about no other 
result than this most happy one for me, which has always taken place.— 
év t@ odpart wov] instead of saying: év éuol, he says: in my body, because 
the decision was now close at hand, whether his body should remain alive 


1Comp. on aicxvver@ar, 2 Cor. x.8,1 John 6; Plut. Mor. p. 1118 E. 
ii, 28, and the passages of the LXX. in 2Comp. Wunder, aa Soph. Phil. 141 f. 
Schleusner, I. p. 98 1.; also Xen. Cyr. vi. 4. 
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or be put to death. But whichever of these possible alternatives should 
come to pass, he earnestly expected and hoped that the glory of Christ 
would be thereby secured (cite dia Cw7e ete 14 Oavérov), in so far, namely, as 
through his remaining in the body his apostolic labors would be continued 
to the glory of Christ, and by the slaying of his body there would take place, 
not the mere closing of his witness for Christ, as Hofmann, in opposition 
to the text (vv. 21-23), refines away this point, but his union with Christ. 
Thus, therefore, he will not be put to shame even by his death; but, on 
the contrary, Christ will be freely glorified by it, namely, practically glori- 
fied, inasmuch as Paul, conscious of the great gain which he shall acquire 
through death (ver. 21), will with unwavering joyfulness—with the frank joy- 
ful courage of the martyr who is being perfected—die to the glorifying of 
Christ. Comp. John xxi. 19. In any case, accordingly, the result must 
ensue, that in his body, just as it has always hitherto been the living per- 
sonal instrument of Christ’s glory, now also the free glorification of Christ 
shall be made manifest, whether this result be secured through its being 
preserved alive or being slain? Hoelemann erroneously refers, év racy rapp. 
to the bold preaching of the various teachers described in vv. 15-18, from 
which now, as always, the glory of Christ shall result; and that indeed, 
through the influence which such a fearless working would have on the 
fate of the apostle, in his body, whether Christ grant to him a longer 
course of life or death, in either of which cases the Lord will manifest 
Himself to him as augustissimum auziliatorem. But against this view it 
may be urged, that év oidevi does not refer to the teachers (see above); that 
rappnoia is the contrast to aicyvvOfoouar, so that the subject of the latter 
must be also the subject of the former; and lastly, that Paul would thus 
be made to say that the fearless working of others had always shown forth 
Christ’s honor in his body,—an expression which, as regards the last point, 
might be suited to the present position of the apostle, but not to the &¢ rdy- 
tore. Rilliet takes veyaAvyOjoerae not in the sense of praising (Luke i. 46; 
Acts v. 13, x. 46, xix. 17; Thuc. viii. 81; Xen. Hell. vii. 1. 18), but in the 
material signification of grandir (Matt. xxiii. 5; Luke i. 58; 2 Cor. x. 15), 
making it apply to the mental indwelling of Christ (Gal. ii. 20; Rom. viii. 
10; Gal. iv. 19); so that Paul is made to hope that Christ may grow ever 
more and more in him, that is, may more and more reveal Himself as the 
principle of his life, and that this growth will be perfected whether he 
himself live or die. But év réoy rappyoia would be an tnappropriate defini- 
tion of this idea; and év 7 oduari pov would also be inappropriate, as if 
Christ would have, even by the apostle’s death, to grow in his body; lastly, 
neither the foregoing nor the subsequent context points to the peculiar 
mystical idea of a growth of Christ in the human body; while the similar idea 
in Gal. iv. 19 is there very peculiarly and clearly suggested by the contezt. 

Ver. 21. Justification not of the joy, ver. 18 (Weiss), which has already 
been justified in ver. 19 f., but of the cite did Cwije eire did Oavérov just ex- 
pressed: [V.j.] For to me the living is Christ, that is, if I remain alive, my 


1“ Nam et corpus coquitur et corpus moritur,” Grotius, 
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prolonged life will be nothing but a life of which the whole essential ele- 
ment and real tenor is Christ (“quicquid vivo, vita naturali, Christum 
vivo,” Bengel), as the One to whom the whole destination and activity of 
my life bear reference (comp. on Gal. ii. 20); and the dying? is gain, inas- 
much as by death I attain to Christ; see ver. 23. Whichever, therefore, 
of the two may come to pass, will tend to the free glorification of Christ ; 
the former, inasmuch as I continue to labor freely for Christ’s glory; the 
latter, inasmuch as in the certainty of that gain I shall suffer death with 
joyful courage. Comp. Corn. Miiller, who, however, assumes that in the 
second clause Paul had the thought: “et si mihi moriendum est, moriar 
Christo, ita etiam morte mea Christus celebratur,” but that in the emotion of 
the discourse he has not expressed this, allowing himself to be carried 
away by the conception of the gain involved in the matter. This assump- 
tion is altogether superfluous; for, to the consciousness of the Christian 
reader, the reference of the xépdoc to Christ must of itself have been clear 
and certain. But the idea of «épdoc, which connects itself in the apostle’s 
mind with the thought of death, prevents us from assuming that he 
meant to say that 7 was a matter of no moment to him personally whether 
he lived or died (Wiesinger); for on account of the xépdoc in death, his 
own personal wish must have given the preference to the dying (see ver. 
23). Others (Calvin, Beza, Musculus, Er. Schmid, Raphel, Knatchbull, 
et al.) haye, moreover, by the non-mention of Christ in the second clause, 
been led to the still more erroneous assumption, in opposition both to the 
words and linguistic usage, that in both clauses Christ is the subject 
and xépdo¢ the predicate, and that the infinitives with the article are to be 
explained by zpéc or card, so that Christ “tam in vita quam in morte lucrum 
esse praedicatur.” Lastly, in opposition to the context, Rheinwald and 
Rilliet take 1d ¢jv as meaning life in the higher, spiritual sense, and kai as: 
and consequently, which latter interpretation does not harmonize with the 
preceding alternative ¢ire.. . eire. This explanation is refuted by the very 
7a Civ év eapki which follows in ver. 22, since év capxi contains not an anti- 
thesis to the absolute 7d (7, but on the contrary a more precise definition 
of it. Although the 6ié 6avdrov and 7d aofaveiv contrasted with the Cy, 
as also ver. 20 generally, afford decisive evidence against the view that 
takes rd (qv in the higher ethical sense, that view has still been adopted by 
Hofmann, who, notwithstanding the correlation and parallelism of 7d Cv 
and 7d arofavetv, oddly supposes that, while 7d drofaveiv is the subject in 
the second clause, 7d ¢#v is yet predicate in the first. Like 70 arofaveiv, 
rd Cqv must be subject also—éuot] is emphatically placed first: to me, as 
regards my own person, though it may be different from others. Comp. 
the emphatic quar, iii. 202 


See generally Mitzn. ad 
The 


1 Not the being dead (Huther, Schenkel). On 12; 2 Cor. vii. 3. 


the combination of the Inf. pres. (continuing) 
and aor. (momentary), comp. Xen. Mem. iv. 
4.4: mpoeiAeTo paAdov Tois vopots Eupevwy azro~ 
Gavetv  mapavopay SHv, Eur. Or. 308: abv coi 
KatOaveiy aipjoopmat Kai gyv, Epictet. Enchir. 

3 . 


Antiph. p. 153 f.; Kithner, II. 1, p. 159. 
being dead would have been expressed, as in 
Herod. i. 31, by re@vavat. 

2 For profane paralleis to the idea, though 
of course not to the Christian import, of 7o 
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Ver. 22. [On vy. 22-24, see Note VI. pages 55-57.] A¢] carrying onward 
the discourse to the comparison between the two cases as regards their 
desirability. Weiss understands dé as antithetic, namely to 1d aroGaveiv 
xépdoc, and Hofmann as in contrast also to the éuoi rd Ci» Xporée, but both 
proceed on an erroneous view of what follows; as does also Huther.— 
According to the rd @ro@aveiv xépdog just expressed, the arofaveiy was put as 
the case more desirable for Paul personally ; but because the ¢j», in which 
indeed Christ is his one and all, conditioned the continuance of his official 
labors, he expresses this now in the hypothetical protasis and, as con- 
sequence thereof, in the apodosis, that thus he is in doubt respecting a choice 
between the two—The structure of the sentence is accordingly this, that the 
apodosis sets in with xa? ri aip#coua:, and nothing is to be supplied: “ But 
if the remaining in my bodily life, and just this, avails for my work, I refrain 
from a making known what I should choose.” We have to remark in detail: 
(1) that «i does not render problematical that which was said of the ¢jyv é» 
capxi, but in accordance with the well-known and, especially in Panl’s 
writings, frequent (Rom. v. 17, vi. 15, and often) syllogistic usage (Herbst 
and Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 5. 1), posits the undoubted certainty (Wilke, 
Rhetor. p. 258), which would take place in the event of a continuance of 
life; (2) that Paul was the more naturally led to add here the specially 
defining é capxi to rd Gj» (comp. Gal. ii. 20; 2 Cor. x. 3), be¢ause, in the 
previously mentioned xépdoe, the idea of life apart from the body (comp. 
2 Cor. v. 8) must have been floating in his mind; (8) that retro again 
sums up with the emphasis of emotion (comp. Rom. vii. 10) the 7d Gi» & 
capxi Which had just been said, and calls attention to it, for it was the 
remaining in life, just this, this and nothing else (in contrast to the 
érofaveivy), Which was necessarily to the apostle xapri¢ gpyou; (4) that 
xeozée is correlative to the preceding xépdoc, and embodies the idea emolu- 
mentum (Rom. i. 18, vi. 21, e¢ al. ; Wisd. iii. 13), which is more precisely 
defined by épyov: work-fruit, gain of work, i. e. advantage which accrues to my 
apostolical work; comp. on the idea, Rom. i. 18; (5) that xa/, at the com- 
mencement of the apodosis, is the subjoining also, showing that if the one 
thing takes place, the other also sets in ;? (6) that ri stands in the place of 
the more accurate rérepor, Sand that the future eippoouar (what I should 
prefer) is quite in order,* while also the sense of the middle, to choose for 
himself, to prefer for himself, is not to be overlooked; (7) that ob yrepito 
is not to be taken, as it usually has been, according to the common Greek 
usage with the Vulgate, in the sense of égnoro, but, following the invariable 
usage of the N. T.$ as: I do not make it known, I do not explain myself on 


éroGareiy xépSos, (compare also Spiess, Logos 3Xen. Cyrop. i. 3.17; Stallbaum, ad Philed. 

Spermaticos, IsTl, p. 330 f) see Wetstein. — p. 168; Jacobs, ad Del. epigr. p. 219; Winer, p. 

Comp. Aelian. V. H. iv. 7; Soph. Ant. 464f.; 159 [E. T. 169.) 

Eur. Med. 145. #See Eur. Hel. 631, and Pflugk in loc.; and 
* Bernhardy, p. 283; Kihner, IL 1, p.568f; | Winer, p. 280 [F. T. 299). 

Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 219. §Comp. 2 Thess. ii. 13; Xen. Mem. iy. 2. 29: 
2See Hartung, Partixell. I. p.120 f.; Baeum- 

lein, Partik. p. 146; Nagelsbach, z. Ilias, p. — wewor, Soph. Ant. 551: od pév yap cidov Cpr. 

164, ed. 3; comp. on 2 Cor. ii. 2 SComp. also 3 Mace. ii. 6; 3 Esr. vi. 12 
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the point, give no information upon it. ? Paul refrains from making and 
declaring such a choice, because (see ver. 23 f. ) his desire is so situated 
between the two alternatives, that it clashes with that which he is com- 
pelled.to regard as the better—The conformity to words and context, ‘and 
the simplicity, which characterize the whole of this explanation,?—in 
which, however, xapz. épyov is not to be taken as operae pretium (Calvin, 
Grotius, and others), nor xaé as superfluous (Casaubon, Heinrichs, and 
others), nor ob yrepife as equivalent to ov olda (see above),—exclude decis- 
ively all other interpretations, in which rovro and the xai of the apodosis 
have been the special stumbling-blocks. -Among these other explanations 
are (a) that of Pelagius, Estius, Bengel, Matthies, and others (comp. Lach- 
mann, who places a stop after épyov), that éo7i is to be understood with 
év capxi, that the apodosis begins with roiro, and that xa? ri aip. «7.2. is a 
proposition by itself: “if the living in the flesh is appointed to me, then this 
has no other aim for me than by continuous labor to bring forth fruit,” ete. 
(Huther, /.c. p. 581 f.). But how arbitrarily is the simple éori, thus sup- 
plied, interpreted (mihi constitutum est)! The words roid por kaprig Epyov, 
taken as an apodosis; are—immediately after the statement éyol yap rd Cav 
Xpisréc, in which the idea of xapric épyov is substantially conveyed 
already—adapted less for a new emphatic inference than for a supposition 
that has been established; and the discourse loses both in flow and force. 
Nevertheless Hofmann has in substance followed this explanation.’ 
(b) Beza’s view, that <i is to be taken as whether: “an vero vivere in carne 
mihi operae pretium sit, et quid eligam ignoro.” ‘This is linguistically incor- 
rect (xapxic épyov), awkward (ei . . . xai r/), and in the first member of the 
sentence un-Pauline (vv. 24-26). (c) The assumption of an aposiopesis 
after épyov: if life, etc., is to me xapzric tpyov, “non repugno, non aegre fero” 
(so Corn. Miller), or, “je ne dois pas désirer la mort” (Rilliet).* This is 
quite arbitrary, and finds no support in the emotional character of the 
passage, which is in fact very calm. (d) Hoelemann’s explanation—which 
supplies xapxéc from the sequel after Cj, takes rotro, which applies to the 
arofaveiv, as the beginning of the apodosis, and understands kapro¢ épyov as 
an actual fruit: “but if life is a fruit in the flesh (an earthly fruit), this (death) 


* 


Aesch. Prom. 487; Athen. xii. p. 539 B; Diod. 
Sic. i. 6. 

1Comp. van Hengel, Ewald, Huther, Schen- + 
kel, also Bengel, who, however, without any 
ground, adds mihi. Not as if Paul intended 
to say that “he kept it to himself,” a sense 
which Hofmann wrongly ascribes to this 
declaration. He intends to say rather that 
he refrains from a decision regarding what he 
should choose. The dilemma in which he 
found himself (comp. ver. 23) caused him 
to waive the giving of such a decision, in order 
not to anticipate in any way the divine pur- 
pose by his own choice. 

2So, in substance, also Chrysqstom, Theo- 
doret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, 
Luther, Calvin, and many others, including 


Heinrichs, Rheinwald, van Hengel, de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Ewald, Ellicott, Hilgenfeld. 

4 Tf it be life in the flesh, namely, which I 
have to expect instead of dying (?), then this, 
namely the life in the flesh, is to me produce 
of labor, in so far as by living I produce fruit, 
and thus then (kai) it is to me unknown, ete. 
This interpretation of Hofmann’s also is lia- 
ble to the objection that, if Paul intended to 
say that he produced fruit by his life, logically 
he must have predicated of his ¢jv év capxi, 
not that it was to him «aprbs épyov, but rather 
that it was pyov xapov, a work (a working) 
which produces fruit. 

4See Winer, p. 557 f. [E. T. 599 f. 4 Meineke, 
Menand. p. 238. 
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is also a fruit of (in) fact (a substantiai, real fruit)” —is involved, artificial, 
and contrary to the genius of the language (kapz. épyov!). (e) The ex- 
planation of Weiss is that, after év capx/, xépdo¢ is to be again supplied as a 
predicate, so that rovro, which is made to apply to the entire protasis, 
begins the apodosis: “but if life is a gain, that is a fruit of his labor, 
because the successes of his apostolic ministry can alone make his life 
worth having to him” (ver. 24). This supplying of xépdoc, which was 
predicated of the antithesis of the (jv, is as arbitrary as it is intolerably 
forced; and, indeed, according to ver. 21, not «épdog merely would have to 
be supplied, but éuot xépdo¢; and, since xépdo¢ is not to be taken from 
arobaveiy, of which it is predicate, we should have to expect an also before 
7d ¢#v, 80 that Paul would have written: ei d2 (or 422’ ei) Kai rd Cy év capki 
uot Képdoc K.7:A. 

Ver. 23. Respecting the ri aipfooua ob yvepito, [VI ¢. page 56], Paul 
expresses himself more fully in vy. 23, 24, proceeding with the explicative 
6é; for dé is not antithetical (Hofmann: “on the contrary’’), but, in fact, 
the reading yap is a correct gloss, since the situation now follows, which 
necessitates that relinquishment of a choice. But I am held ina strait of 
the two points, namely the arofaveiy and the (jv, of which he has just said, 
ti aip. ov yywp. These dio are not conceived in an instrumental sense, which 
is expressed with ovréy., by the dative,? but as that from which the ovvéyecbar 
‘proceeds and originates.A—rjv érifuu. Eyov «.7.2.] since my longing is to 
die. [See note VI. page 56.] The article denotes, not “ votum jam com- 
memoratum”’ (Hoelemann), for Paul has not indeed as yet expressed an 
éxOvueiv, but doubtless the desire, which Paul has. He says that his desire 
tends towards dying, etc.,> but that life is more necessary; and therefore 
he knows that not that for which he longs, but that which is the more 
necessary, will come to pass, and that he will remain alive (ver. 25). 
Augustine aptly observes: “ Non patienter moritur, sed patienter vivit et 
delectabiliter moritur.”—avadica:] comp. 2 Tim. iv. 6; Isa. xxxyiii. 12. 
Dying is conceived as a breaking up (a figure taken from the camp) for 
the departure, namely, from this temporal life to Christ (comp. irdyew, 
Matt. xxvi. 24; éxdnueiv, 2 Cor. v. 8 f.; and similar passages); hence the 
kai obv Xpior@ eivae immediately added.6—7o0226 y. waar. xpeiocov] by much in 
a higher degree better ; a cumulative expression in the strength and vivid- 


1Comp. Luke xii. 50; Acts xviii. 5; 2 Cor. 
v.14; Wisd. xvii. 11; Dem. 396. 22, 1484, 23; 
Plat. Legg. vii. p. 791 E, Theaet. p. 165 B; 
Heind. ad Plat. Soph. 46, 

2It is therefore more im harmony with the 
context to refer é« trav dv0 to what precedes 
than to what follows (Luther, Rheinwald, Corn. 
Miller, and others), Note that the emphasis 
is laid on ovvéxopnat, which is the new climac- 
tic point in the continuation of the discourse. 
The word ovvex. itself is rightly rendered 
by the Vulgate: coarctor. The mere teneor 
(Weiss and earlier expositors) is not sufficient 
according to the context. Paul feels him- 


self ina dilemma between two opposite alter- 
natives. 

Matt. iv. 24; Luke viii. 87; Acts xviii. 5; 
Plat. Soph. p. 250 D; Eur. Heracl. 634. 

4 Bernhardy, p. 227 f.; Schoem. ad Js. p. 348; 
Miitzner, ad Antiph. p. 167. 

5It is thus explained why Paul did not 
write rod avaddoa: (as Origen reads). els is 
not dependent on rh émé. (ém8. is never so 
construed; comp. Corn. Miiller); but rhy 
ém8. is absolute, and eis rd avad. expresses 
the direction of tiv ém6. éxwv: having my 
longing towards dying. Comp. Thue. vi. 15. 2. 

® Bengel: “ Decedere sanctis nunquam non 
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ness of feeling.’ If here interpreted as potius (ver. 12), it would glance 
at the preference usually given to life; but nothing in the context leads 
to this. The predicate xpeiccov (a _e. better, i.e. happier lot) refers to 
the apostle himself ; comp. below, 6’ iuac2 

Ver. 24. "Excuévecy involves the idea: to remain still (still further), to 
stay on, comp. Rom. vi. 1.—év ri capxi] in my flesh. Not quite equivalent 
to the idea involved in é capxi without the article (ver. 22). The reading 
without the é» (see the critical remarks) would yield an ethical sense 
here unsuitable (Rom. vi. 1, xi. 22; Col. i. 28).—dvayxaiér.] namely, than 
the for me far happier alternative of the avaiica x. o. X. elvac. The neces- 
sity for that is only a subjective want felt by the pious mind. But the 
objective necessity of the other alternative has precedence as the greater ; 
it is more precisely defined by d¢ iuac, regarded from the standpoint of 
love. —8? ipac] applies to the Philippians, who would naturally understand, 
however, that Paul did not intend to refer this point of necessity to them 
exclusively. It is the individualizing mode of expression adopted by special 
love. 

Vv. 25, 26. [On vv. 25, 26, see Note VII. page 57.] otro serou6.] 
1ov7o does not belong to oida, but to zexo.#., and refers to the case of neces- 
sity just expressed; having which as the object of his confidence, Paul 
knows that, etc., so that 67 is dependent on oida alone,—in opposition to 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Calovius, Heinrichs, Flatt, and others, under whose 
view the oida would lack the specification of a reason, which is given in this 
very rovro reroif., as it was practically necessary.A—yevd] I shall remain ; 
contrast to the ava%iea, which was before expressed by émwévew éy r. capi. 
Comp. John xii. 34, xxi. 22 f.; 1 Cor. xv.6. The loving emotion of the 
apostle (ver. 8) leads him to add to the absolute pevd: Kai cvsrapayerd rao 
iui, and I shall continue together with all of you; I shall with you all be pre- 
served in temporal life. From vy. 6 and 10 there can be no doubt as to 
the terminus ad quem which Paul had in view; and the zaow (comp. 1 
Cor. xv. 51; Rom. xiii. 11) shows how near he conceived that goal to be 
(iv. 5). [VII ¢.] Notwithstanding, Hofmann terms this view, which is 
both verbally and textually consistent, quixotic, and invents instead one 
which makes Paul mean by evo the remaining alive without his co-opera- 
tion, and by rapaueva, which should (according to Hofmann) be read (see 
the critical remarks), his remaining willingly, and which assumes that the 
apostle did not conceive the «ai rapayevo xaow iuiv as dependent. on érz, 
but conveys in these words a promise to remain with those, “from whom he 
could withdraw himself.” What a rationalistic, artificial distinction of ideas 


optabile fuit, sed cwm Christo esse ex novo 
testamento est.” This Christian longing, 
therefore, has in view anything rather than a 
“having emerged from the limitation of per- 
sonality ” (Schleiermacher).—The translation 
dissolvi (Vulgate, Hilary) is to be referred to 
another reading (avaAv@jvat). 

1 As to waAAov with the comparative, see on 
Mark vii. 36; 2 Cor. vii. 13; and Kuhner, II. 


2,p. 24 f.,and ad Xen, Mem. iii. 13.5; Borne- 
mann, ad Cyrop. p. 137, Goth. 

2Eur. Hec. 214: Oavety pov gvvtuxia xpeioowv 
éxvpnoev. 

3“Vitae suae adjici nihil desiderat sua 
causa, sed eorum, quibus utilis est’’ Seneca, 
ep. 98; comp. ep. 104. 

4On the accusative of the object with 7e- 
movd,, comp. Bernhardy, p. 106; Kthner, II. 1, 
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and separation of things that belong together! and what a singular 
promise from the apostle’s lips to a church so dear to him: that he will 
not withdraw himself, but will remain faithful to them (Schneider and 
Kruger, ad Xen. Anab. ii. 6.2)! If apayeva is the true reading, Paul says 
quite simply : I know that I shall remain (shall not be deprived of life), and 
continue with you all, z.e. and that I shall be preserved to you all.’—rapayevs, 
to continue there, just like yerd in the sense of in vita manere, Herod. i. 30. 
Hence cvurapapyéverv (Thue. vi. 89. 3; Men. in Stob. lxix. 4, 5), to continue 
there with, to remain alive along with?—eic riv inav . . . riot.) iuev, as ‘the, 
personal subject of the tpoxor# and, yapa rie miorewe, is placed first, with 
the emphasis of loving interest; the latter genitive, however, which is the 
real genitive of the subject, belongs to both words, mpoxorjy x. xapav. 
Hence: for your faith—furtherance and joy. [VII d.] Both points are to 
be advanced by the renewed labors of the apostle among them (ver. 26). 
The blending of them together by an év da dvoiv (Heinrichs, Flatt) is erro- 
neous. Weiss, however, is also in error in urging that te xior. cannot 
belong to mpoxorgy also, because it would be in that case the genitive of 
the object; the faith also is to be an increasing and progressive thing, 
2 Cor. x. 15.—Ver. 26. iva rd kabynua 7.4.) [VII e.] the special and con- 
crete aim of the general proposition ele tv tuav rpox. K. x. Tt. riot., Which is 
consequently represented as the ultimate aim of the perd Kai ovurapau. 
rao. iu. Comp. ver.10. The xaiynua, because ior is placed along with it 
(comp. 1 Cor. v.'6, ix. 15; 2 Cor. ii. 14, ix. 3), is that of the readers and not 
of the apostle (Chrysostom: peSérag Exo kavyaoba tudv éxiddvtwr, Ewald: 
my pride\in you at the last day); nor is it equivalent to xabyyou, gloriatio 
(Flatt and many others), but it denotes, as it invariably does,’ materies 
gloriandi (Rom. iv. 2; 1 Cor. v. 6, ix. 15 f.; 2 Cor. i. 14, v. 12; Gal. vi. 4). 
Hence: that the matter in which you have to glory, zt. e., the bliss as Chris- 
tians in which you rejoice (compare previously the yapa ti¢ mictewe), may 
increase abundantly (comp. previously the tpoxor) tice miotewc). The év 
Xpcorg "Inoot that is added expresses the sphere in which the repiccetev is to 
take place, and characterizes the latter, therefore, as something which 
only develops itself in Christ as the element, in which both the joyful 
consciousness and the ethical activity of life subsist. If the repsocetbew 
took place otherwise, it would be an egotistical, foreign, generally abnor- 
mal and aberrant thing; as was the case, for example, with some of the 
Corinthians and with Judaistic Christians, whose cavyaoba: was based and 
grew upon works of the law. The normal repiocetec of the xabynua of the 
Philippians, however, namely, its epicoebew tv Xpror@ "Inoov, shall take 
place—and this is specially added as the concrete position of the matter— 


p. 267; also Wunder, ad Soph. O. T. 259 f. Gregory of Nazianzus, I. p. 74 (joined with 

Observe that we may say: memotOnow méroiba, ovvbcawwvigery). 

2 Kings xviii. 19. Comp. on ii. 18. ’This applies also against Huther, l.¢. p. 
1Comp. Heb. vii. 23; Eeclus. xii.15; Hom. 585. who, in support of the signification 

Il. xii, 402; Plat. Menex. p. 235 B; Lucian. — gloriatio, appeals to Pind. Isth. v. 65: kav- 

Nigr, 30; Herodian. vi. 2. 19, xnua KxaTéBpexe ovyg. But in this passage 
*Thus LXX. Ps. Ixxii. 5; Basil, I. p. 49; also kavxn4a means that in which one glories, 
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év guot dia tie Euje mapovolac x. xpdc iuac, that is, i shall have in me by my 
coming again to you its procuring cause ; inasmuch as through this return 
in itself, and in virtue of my renewed ministry among you, I shall be the 
occasion, impulse, and furtherance of that rich increase in your kabynua, 
and thus the zepiocetew will rest in me. Consequently the év in év Xx, iin. 
and the év in é» éuoi, are differently conceived; the former is the speceie: 
essential definition of repiocety, the latter the ditenicht of the personal pro- 
curing ground for the zepicc. év "I. X., which the apostle has in view in refer- 
ence to the xaiyyua of his tania statement of the ground, which is 
not surprising for the service of an instrument of Christ (Hofmann), and 
which quite accords with the concrete species facti here contemplated, the 
personal return and the apostolic position and ministry. The interpreta- 
tion of Hofmann is thus all the more erroneous, viz. that the increase of 
their glorying is given to the readers in the person of the apostle, in so far 
as the having him again among them would be a matter of Christian joy and 
pride to them. Thus would the apostle make himself in fact the object 
and contents of the cavyacfa, which would neither be consistent with the 
logical relation of the iva to the preceding eic r. tu. rpoxomy «.7.2., nor with 
Paul’s own deep humility (1 Cor. iii. 21, xv.9; Eph. iii. 8), which he satis- 
fies also in 2 Cor. i. 14 by the mutual nature of the xabynua between him- 
self and his friends, and in view of the day of Christ. By many? év X.’L, 
and by some even év éuvoi* are referred, contrary to the position of the’ 
words, to 7d xabynua ipov, with various arbitrary definitions of the sense, 
e.g. Flatt: “so that ye shall have still more reason, in reference to me, to 
glorify Jesus Christ (who hath given me again to you);” Rheinwald: “If 
I shall be delivered by the power of Christ, ye will find abundant cause 
for praising the Lord, who has done such great things for me.”—rdAu] is 
connected, as an adjectival definition, with tapovo. Sée on 2 Cor, xi. 23; 
Gal. i. 13; 1 Cor. viii. 7. 


RewarK.—From vy. 20-26 we are not to conclude that Paul at that time was 
in doubt whether he should live to see the Parousia (Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 355, and 
others). For in ver. 20 he only supposes the case of his death, and that indeed, in 
ver. 21, as the case which would be profitable for himself, and for which, therefore, 
he protests in ver. 23 that he longs. But on account of the need for his life being 
prolonged (ver. 24), he knows (ver. 25) that that case will not come to pass. This 
olda (ver. 25) is not to be weakened into a probabiliter sperare or the like (Beza, 
Calvin, Estius, and many others, also Heinrichs, Rheinwald; comp. Matthies, 
yan Hengel, Rilliet), with which Grotius, from connecting olda meTroul,, even 
brings out the sense, “scio me haec sperare, i.e. malle ;” whilst others fall back upon 
the argumentum a silentio, viz. that Paul says nothing here of any revelation (see 
Estius, Matthies, and others), but only expresses an inference in itself liable to 
error (Weiss). No, although he has supposed the possibility (comp. ii. 17) of his 
being put to death, he nevertheless knew that he should remain alive; and it 


ag the Scholiast has appropriately explained 1See Calvin, Heinrichs, Rheinwald, Rilliet, 
it: ei Kat tTyAtkadta cioi tay Aiywytay 7a = and others. 
karopOdéuata, Bpéxe Kal émixadumTe Ti) TLwT- 2Storr, Flatt, Huther. 
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must withal be confessed that the resuli did not correspond to this definite olda, 
which Bengel even goes so far as to refer to a dictamen propheticum. By no 
means, however, is an imaginary situation’ to be suspected here (Baur), and just as 
little can a second imprisonment at Rome be founded on this passage (Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Theodoret, Bullinger, Piscator, Calovius, Estius, Bengel, and many 
others, also Wiesinger); as to the relation of this passage to Acts xx. 25, see on 
Acts—We have further to notice that Paul, according to ver. 23, assumes that, 
in case he should be put to death, he would go not into Hades, but into heaven to 
Christ,—a conviction of the bliss attending martyrdom which is found in 2 Cor. 
vy. 8 and in the history of Stephen, Acts vii. 59, and therefore does not occur for 
the first time in the Apocalypse (vi. 9 ff, vii. 9 ff.).2. Wetstein’s idea is a mere 
empty evasion, that by avadica: is doubtless meant the dying, but by ctv X. eivac 
only the time following the resurrection (comp. also Weitzel, Stud. u. Krit. 1836, 
p. 954 ff.) ; as also is that of Grotius, that civ X. eivac means: “in Christi custodia 
esse,” and “nihil hine de loco definiri potest.” It is also altogether at variance with 
the context (see vv. 20, 21), if, with Kaeuffer, we interpret avadvca as the change 
that takes place at the Parousia (“ut quasi eximeretur carne”). Comp. on the 
contrary, Polycarp: ad Phil. 9, bre sig Tov dbecAduevov avtoig Témov eict Tapa TO 
Kupiw, @ kat ovvérrafov, Clem. Rom. 1 Cor. 5, of Peter; aptupioac éxopeity cig Tov 
ogerAduevov Térov THO Od6En¢, and of Paul: ei¢ Tov Gycov térov éxopevbn, Martyr. 
Tgnat. 26. It is an intermediate state, not yet the fully perfected glory, but in 
heaven, where Christ is (iii. 20 f.). Georgii, in Zeller’s theolog. Jahrb. 1845, I. p. 
22, following Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 368, erroneously discovers in our passage a 
modification of the New Testament view, developed only when the hope of a speedy 
Parousia fell into the background. Comp. Neander and Baumgarten Crusius 
(whose view amounts to an inconsistency of the conceptions). Opposed to these 
views, even apart from 2 Cor. vy. 8 and Acts vii. 59, is the fact that the speedy 
Parousia appears still to be very distinctly expected in this epistle. See particu- 
larly iii. 20 f. But we find nothing said in the New Testament as to an inter- 
mediate body between death and resurrection. See remark on 2 Cor. v. 3. There 
is a vague fanciful idea in Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 448 f., who in p. 419 ff., however, 
forcibly shows the incorrectness of the doctrine of the sleep of the soul. 


1Hinsch even assigns, l.c. p. 71, to the 
passage with its vivid emotion the character 
of a historico-critical reflection. He represents 
the author of the epistle as having in view 
the various opinions current in his age 
regarding the close of the apostle’s life, 
in other words, the question, whether his 
captivity at that time ended in his being 
put to death, or in his being set at liberty 
and beginning a new course of labor. The 
author adduces the grounds of both views, 
putting them in the mouth of the apostle, and 
in ver. 24 decides in favor of the second; 
the original, of which the present passage 
is an imitation, is to be found (as Baur also 
thinks) in 2 Cor, v. 8, Rom. xiv. 8. See Hil- 
genfeld, in opposition to Baur and Hinsch. 

2All we can gather from Rom, viii. 10 f 
is merely that the life of believers remains 
unaffected by the death of the body; as at 


John xi. 25 f. They remain in fellowship 
with Christ; but as to the mode and place of 
this fellowship, of which they might indeed 
be partakers even in Hades (Paradise, Luke 
xvi. 22 ff, xxiii. 48; Phil. ii, 10), as little is 
said in that passage as in viii. 38, xiv. 8. But 
in the passage we are considering, the words 
oiv Xpior@ eivae point to an actual being with 
the Lord in heaven (comp. 1 Thess. iv. 14, 17; 
Acts vii. 59; 2 Cor Jl. ¢.), and do not therefore 
apply to the state in Hades (in opposition to 
Gider, Erschein. Chr. unt. d. Todten, p. 111, 
and others); see also 2 Cor. vy. 8. This union 
with Christ, however, is not the dé&a as the 
ultimate goal of hope; see iii. 20 f.; Col. 1ii. 3. 
To the latter belongs also the bodily trans- 
figuration, which can only take place at the 
Parousia, 1 Cor. xv. 23. This applies also m 
opposition to Gerlach, d. letzt. Dinge, p. 79 ff., 
whose distinction between corporeality and 
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Ver. 27. [On vy. 27-30, see Note VIII. page 58.] To these accounts 
regarding his own present position Paul now subjoins certain exhortations 
to right conduct for his readers—yévov] [VIII a.] without connecting 
particle, as in Gal. ii. 10, v.18. With the above assurance, namely, that 
he shall continue alive, etc., he, in order that the object of this preserving 
of his life (ver. 25) may be accomplished in them, needs only to summon 
them to be in a way worthy of the gospel members of the Christian commu- 
nity (wodcrebeo#e); nothing further is needed. Hofmann, in consequence 
of his finding previously a promise, finds here, equally erroneously, the 
only counter-demand made for it—rov Xpiorov] of Christ. See on Mark i. 1. 
—rohireveote] [VIII b.] comp. on Acts xxiii. 1.1 The word, which is not 
used elsewhere by Paul in the epistles to express the conduct of life, is 
here purposely chosen, because he has in view the moral life, internal and 
external, of the Christian commonwealth, corresponding to the purport of 
the gospel (ro/cretectar, to be citizen of a state, to live as citizen). See the 
sequel. It is also selected in Acts xxiii. 1, where the idea of the official 
relation of service is involved (roZ:tetecar, to administer an office in the 
state). Comp. 2 Mace. vi. 1, xi. 25; 3 Mace. iii. 4. In the absence of such 
references as these, Paul says repirareiv (Eph. iv. 1; Col. i. 10, with a&/wc).2— 
cite éAv x.7.2.] a parenthetic definition as far as arév, so that axotow then 
depends on iva: in order that I—whether it be when I have come and seen you, 
or during my absence from you—may hear, etc. The two cases cite... eire 
do not refer to the liberation and non-liberation of the apostle; but they 
assume the certainty of the liberation (ver. 25 f.), after which Paul desired to 
continue his apostolic journeys and to come again to the Philippians; and 
indeed trusted that he should come (il. 24), but yet, according to the 
circumstances, might be led elsewhere and be far away from them (cite 
azév). In either event it is his earnest desire and wish that he may come 
to learn the affairs of the church in their excellence as described by ére 
otfxere k.7.2. It cannot surprise us to find the notion of learning expressed 
by the common form of the zeugma,’ corresponding to the eite axév, and 
from the dxotcw accordingly employed there naturally suggests itself a 
word of kindred import to correspond with eire éA0av «.7.2., such as yvd, 
The rash opinion, repeated even by Hofmann, that axotow only refers to 
the second case, does the apostle the injustice of making his discourse 
“hiulea” (Calvin), and even grammatically faulty (Hofmann), it being 
. supposed that he intended to write either’ “ut sive veniens videam vos, 
sive absens audiam,” or: “sive quum venero et videro vos, sive absens 
audiam de statu vestro, intelligam utroque modo,” etc. Calvin allows a 


materiality [Lewbhchket und Korperlichkeit] is 
not in harmony with the New Testament, 
which distinguishes rather between capa 
and eapé. 

1See also 2 Mace. vi. 1, xi. 25; 3 Mace. iii, 
4; Joseph. Antt. iii, 5. 8, Vit 2; Wetstein 
ad loc., and Suicer, Thes. IL. p. 709. ff. 

2Comp. however, Clement, Cor. i. 3: moAu 
revecOar Kara To KabyjKov To Xpiord, and ch. 


54: moAcrevduevos Thy aueTtauéAnTov mod.Telay 
70) .@cod, ch. 21: agiws avtod modvtevdpevor, 
3It is a mistake (notwithstanding Winer, p 
578 [E. T. 622]) to suppose that in a zeugma 
the directly appropriate verb must be joined 
to the first member. It can also be joined 
with the second, as here, Comp. Xen, Anab, 
vii. 8 12, and Kuhner in loc., Plat. Rep. p. 
589 C, and Stallbaum in loc, ; Hom. I1, iii, 327, 
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choice between these two interpretations; the latter is approved of by de 
Wette and Weiss (comp. Rilliet and J. B. Lightfoot). Hofmann also 
accuses the apostle of the confusion of having written eire away axobow ra 
epi juav (which words are to be taken together), as if he had previously 
put eire é20dv dpouae dude ; but of having left it to the reader mentally to supply 
the verbs that should have depended on iva, and of which two’ would have 
been needed! The passage employed for comparison, Rom. iv. 16, with 
its close, concise, and clear dialectic, is utterly a stranger to such awkward- 
ness. Hoelemann finally interprets the passage in a perfectly arbitrary ~ 
way,as if Paul had written: iva, eire Abd x. iddv dude, cite adv Kai axoboag 
ra rept tuav, orhkyte x.7.A., thus making the participles absolute nominatives. 
—ra rept duav] the object of dxotow, so that dre orfxere x.7.2., that, namely, ye 
stand, etc., is a more precise definition arising out of the loving confidence 
of the apostle, analogous to the familiar attraction oidé ce ri¢ el, and the 
like; Winer, p. 581 [E. T. 625]. It has been awkwardly explained as 
absolute: “ quod attinet ad res vestras” (Heinrichs, Rheinwald, Matthies, 
and others), while van Hengel not more skillfully, taking eite atav axoicw tr. 
nm. tu. together, afterwards supplies axoicw again. Grotius, Estius, and am 
Ende take 74 even for raira, and Hoelemann makes Paul express himself 
here also by an anakoluthon (comp. above on eite éAéov «.7.A.), sO that 
either 67: should have been omitted and or#xyre written, or ra should not 
have been inserted.—év évi rvetuate] is to be joined with or7xere, alongside 
of which it stands, although Hofmann, without any reason, takes it abso- 
lutely (2 Thess. ii. 15). It is the common element, in which they are to 
stand, 7. e. to remain steadfast (Rom. v, 2; 1 Cor. xv. 1, xvi. 13), rvetuate, 
however, refers not to the Holy Spirit? but, as the context shows by pa 
puyh, to the human spirit; comp. 1 Thess. v. 23. The perfect accord of 
their minds in conviction, volition, and feeling, presents the appearance 
of one spirit which the various persons have in common. De Wette well 
says: ‘the practical community of spirit.” Comp. Acts iv. 82. It is, as a 
matter of course, plain to the Christian consciousness that this unity of the 
human spirit is brought about by the Holy Spirit (see on Eph. iv. 3 f., 28), 
but évt rvebu. does not say so. Moreover the emphasis is on this év évt rv., 
and therefore wé . is subsequently placed first——The special mode which 
this standing fast in one spirit desired by the apostle is to assume, is con- 
tained in the sequel down to avriuceyu.—jid oyh ovvabA. x.7.A.] The wyh, as 
distinguished from the rvedya, is the principle of the individual personal 
life, which receives its impressions on the one hand from the zvedza as the 
principle of the higher divine fo, and on the other hand from the outer 
world, and is the seat of the activity of feeling and emotion, the sympathetic 
unity of which in the church is here described (comp, on Luke i. 46 Lye 


and Faesi in loc.; generally Nigelsbach, 2 discourse, in the confused form in which 
Ihas, p, 179, ed, 3; Bremi, ad Lys. p. 43 ff.; Hofmann makes it run, and there would 
Kiuhner, II. 2, p. 1075 f. be no necessity whatever for two verbs. 

1But why two? He would only have needed *Erasmus, Beza, and others, also Hein- 
to insert ~a9® or yy before ért. This would richs,Rheinwald, Matthies,van Hengel, Weiss, 
have suited both halves of the alternative %Comp. igépuxos ii, 20; oipyuxo, ii 2; 


CHAP, I. 28, 43 
But yd p. does not also belong to orfxere (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, 
Er. Schmid, and others), for cvvat2. requires a modal definition in harmony 
with the context—cvratioivrec] in keeping with orjxere, according to the 
conception of a contest (comp. ver. 80), under which the activity of Christian 
Jaithfulness is presented in relation to all hostile powers.!. The compound, 
striving together (comp. iv. 3, and cwaywvifectar, Rom. xv. 30), is not to be 
overlooked, as if cvvat., with the dative of the thing expressed merely the 
entering or stepping into the lists for it (Hofmann). It does not refer, how- 
ever, to the fellowship of the Philippians themselves (“quasi facto agmine 
contra hostes evang.,” Grotius.)?- Paul looks upon himself as a combatant 
(ver. 30, comp. ver. 7), and the Philippians as striving with him, and afford- 
ing him assistance (Diod. iii. 4) as his civa6Ao in defending the faith (object- 
ively viewed), protecting it and rendering it victorious. [VIII ¢] That 
they were to do this with one accord, is stated emphatically by wa wuyp, but 
is not conveyed by cvvaf/. in itself. If, however, Paul is the combatant, 
the passage cannot be understood in the sense: “adjuvantes decertantem 
adversus impios evangelii fidem,’ Erasmus, Paraphr.;* even apart from 
the fact that such a personification of riots is unprecedented, and must 
have been suggested by the text, as in the case of rf danfelg, 1 Cor. xiii. 6. 
—rq miore is the dative commodi (comp. Jude 3), [VIII d.] not istru- 
menti,s which ya ywyq was. As to the genitive of the object with riaruc, 
see on Rom. iii. 22. 

Ver. 28. On rripectac, to become frightened (of horses, Diod. ii. 19, xvii. 34; 
Plut: Fab. 3; Marc. 6), to be thrown into consternation (Diod. xvii. 87 f.; Plat. 
Az. p. 870 A; Plut. Mor. p. 800 C), see Kypke, II. p. 312. In Gen. xli. 8 
Aquila has xaranripectar.—év pydevi| in no point, nulla ratione, ver. 20; '2 
Cor. vi. 3, vii. 9; Jas. i. 4—The dvrixeivevor (comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 9) are the 
non-Christian opponents of the gospel among Jews and Gentiles, and not the 
Judaizers and their adherents (Flatt), or the malevolent false teachers (Mat- 
thies). This follows from ver. 30, since the whole position and ministry 
of the apostle was a conflict with such adversaries, comp. ver. 7.—jrv¢ éoriv 
abroic x.7.2.] [VIII e.] which is indeed, etc., refers to the preceding pj rrbpeo- 
Bar id tOv avrixeys., to Which Paul desires to encourage them. This undaunt- 
edness in the ovvadbeiv, and not the latter itself (Hofmann), is now the lead- 
ing idea, with which what has further to be said connects itself; hence 
frie is not to be taken as referring to the sufferings, as it is by Ewald (comp, 
2 Thess. i. 5), who subsequently, although without critical proof, would 
read drwheiac iuov, iuiv dé.—abroic] Toic avricerpévoue is to be taken simply as 
dative of reference: which is to them an indication of perdition, The jr 


Herodian. viii. 5. 15: wed re yropy Kat ux7, 8 Comp. Castalio, Michaelis, Mynster, Flatt, 


Rom. xv. 6, 4u00vpaédov, 4 Mace. xiv. 20, onopv- 
xos, 1 Pet. iii. 8, ouddpon 

1Comp, Col. ii. 1; 1 Thess, ii, 2; 1 Tim, vi, 
12; 2 Tim. iv. 7, et al.; also Soph. O, C, 564; 
Eur. Suppl. 317; Aesch, Prom. 95. 

2Comp. Hoelemann, Rilliet, de Wette, Wie- 
singer, Weiss, and others, following Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecumenius. 


Lightfoot. 

4Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, Loesner, 
Rheinwald, and others 

5’Oray yap idworv, bru jrvpia Texvagomevoe 
ovse mripar dpas SvvavTar ov Setypa TodTO 
cadis é£ovow, OTe TA Bev adT@Y amoAotyTaL, 
7a 58 bpérepa icxupa Kai avddwta Kat avTobey 
éxovta Thy gwrnpiav ; Theophylact. 
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involving a reason is just as in Eph. iii. 13. See on that passage. This 
would be still more emphatically expressed by jri¢ ye (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 
305). But the fact that the dvrueiwevoe do not recognize in the undaunted- 
ness of those persecuted a proof (not: causa, as in the Vulgate ; but comp. 
Rom. iii. 25 f.; 2 Cor. viii. 24; Plat. Hp. vii. p. 841 E; Legg. xii. p. 966 C) 
of their own perdition, and on the other hand of the salvation of the per- 
secuted (iudv J? cwrypiac), does not alter the state of the case in itself, that 
the pp rrbpecda is in reality objectively such an évdecéec to them. It is, 
indeed, the onueiov of the righteous divine cause, and of its necessary final 
victory. Perdition and salvation: both without more precise definition ; 
but the reader knew what reference to assign to each, viz. the Messianic 
perdition and, salvation.'—xai roiro ad Ocod] and that (see on Rom. xiii. 11) 
of God, thus certain, therefore, and infallible. It adds force to the 
encouragement conveyed by iuav d2 corypiac; for the context shows by the 
iuiv which is emphatically placed first in ver. 29,—without making the 
reading juiv necessary, however, in ver. 28 (Hofmann); see the critical 
remarks,—that rovro refers only to this second and main part of #ric &.7.A, 
(Calvin, Piscator, Calovius, Flatt, and others, also Ewald and Hofmann), 
and not to both halves of #ree (Beza, Grotius, and many others, also Wies- 
inger, Weiss, and Ellicott). Entirely foreign to the connection is any 
purpose of humiliation (Hoelemann and older expositors, following the 
Greek Fathers). Nor are the words to be attached to what follows (67, that) 
(Clemens Alex., Chrysostom, Theodoret, Erasmus, and others, and recently 
Rilliet); in which case the (preparative) rovro would receive an uncalled- 
for importance, and yet ad Ocov would be obviously intelligible through 
Eyapiahy. 

Ver. 29. "Ore is argumentative. ‘“ Kai tovro axd Ocod,” I say, “ since indeed 
to you it was granted,” etc. This grant distinguishing you is the practical 
proof, that the just expressed a7d Ocod is indubitably right, and that con- 
sequently the évdeéc¢ of your final salvation which is afforded to the adver- 
saries in your undauntedness is a divine évdeitic, a token given by God? 
Hofmann’s view, that 67: specifies the reason why God imparts to them 
what has been before stated, is based upon the erroneous reading dui in 
ver, 28; and is itself erroneous, because 67 would introduce merely the 
self-evident thought that they had not sought out their suffering wilfully, but 
had had it given to them by-God, and because, for the purpose of marking 
the alleged contrast to the wilfulness, not iuiv, but a7d Oeod again would 
have been emphatically prefixed, and consequently Paul must haye writ- 
ten: bre amd Oeod tuiv éxapioby «.7.A. Hofmann curiously explains the 
emphasized tiv, as if Paul meant to say that with respect to their suffer- 
ings the case stood exactly as with his own. In that case he must at least 
have written, in prospect of ver. 30, xa? duiv, to you also.—vuiv] emphatically 
put first, corresponding to the previous tv d2 cwrepiac.—iyapicbn] donatum 


1Comp, on the matter, 2 Thess. i. 5 ff; Rom. ing to the final salvation of believers was in— 
viii. 17; 2 Tim. ii, 12; Luke xii. 32, et al. fact before the adversaries, and that their 

? At the same time it is to be observed here —_ non-recognition of it altered nothing in this 
also (comp. on ver. 28) that this divine point- _ objectwe relation, 
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est; by whom, is self-evident. 1 Cor. ii. 12—rd trip Xpiorov] as if the 
raoxew Was immediately to follow. The apostle does not leave this unwrit- 
ten purposely, in order to bring into prominence in the first place the idea 
of érép, as Hofmann artificially explains. But here his full heart inter- 
poses, after r. txép Xpiorov, and before he writes dc yeu, the fresh thought 
ob pévov 70 cic ait. mioTebew, SO that 4244 kat must now be also added; and, 
on account of the different prepositional relation (cic) introduced, the 73 
txép Xpuorov already expressed is again taken up by 1d drép abrov. Thus ob 
Lévov ...0rép abrov appears as a parenthesis of more special definition, 
after which the récyew, which had been prepared for by 70 ixép Xpiorod, but 
is only now introduced, is to be dwelt upon with emphasis: “to you the 
gift of grace is granted, in behalf of Christ—not only to believe on Him, but 
also for Him—to suffer.”' It is an awkward construction, to take 7d irép 
X. absolutely and (notwithstanding the subsequent izép aizov) in the sense: 
as to what concerns Christ (Beza, Camerarius, Calovius, and others, includ- 
ing Matthies and Rilliet). For the conception of suffering for Christ as a 
high divine distinction, see already Acts v. 41; comp. Matt. v.11f. Comp. 
on ver: 7. 

Ver. 30. [VIII f.J. So that ye have the same conflict, etc., serves to charac- 
terize the tuiv iyap. rd ixéip X. rdcyxew just asserted; and Paul’s intention 
in thus speaking, is to bring home to them the high dignity and distinction 
of suffering for Christ, which is involved in the consciousness of fellowship 
in conflict with the apostle. It is impossible, in accordance with the true 
explanation of what goes before (see on ver. 29), to find in rév airéy, that 
they have themselves sought their conflict of suffering as little as the apos- 
tle had sought his, but, on the contrary, have received it as a gift of grace 
from God (Hofmann). The participle might have been put by Paul in the 
nominative (instead of the dative), because tyeic was floating before his 
mind as the logical subject of the preceding clause. Comp. on Eph. iii. 
18, iv. 2; 2 Cor. i. 7; Col. ii. 2, iii. 16; Phil. iii. 19; Ktihner, II. 2, p. 661f. 

There is therefore neither a logical nor a grammatical reason, with Ben- 
gel, Michaelis, Lachmann, Ewald (comp. also Buttman, Neut. Gr. p. 256 
[E. T. 299]), to treat jr... xdoyew as a parenthesis,—a construction 
which would be only an injurious interruption to the flow of the discourse. 
—rbyv airéy] namely, in respect of the object; it is the conflict for Christ 
(ver. 29) and His gospel (ver. 7).—viov eidere x.7.2.] as ye have seen it in my 
person (viz. whilst I was still with you in Philippi; see scenes of this con- 
flict in Acts xvi. 16 ff.; comp. 1 Thess. ii. 2), and now (from my epistle 
which is read out to you) ye hear in my person. Paul, in his epistle, speaks 
to the Philippians as if they were listening to him in person; thus they 
hear in him his conflict, which is made known to them in the statements 
of the apostle. This explanation is all the less unfitting, as Hofmann 
terms it (comparing the év juiv in 1 Cor. iv. 6), since Paul must necessarily 
have assumed that the statements in the epistle regarding his sufferings 


1Plat. Legg. x. p. 802 C: ei 58 havijoerat  Tois yeyevnuévn. See also Dissen, ad Dem. de 
Wx mpartor, ov mip ovde anp, wuxn dé év mpo- cor. p. 431; Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 501. 
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would not fail to receive more detailed description in Philippi on the part 
of Epaphroditus. The rendering de me for the second év éuoi, adopted by 
Peschito, Vulgate, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, and others, including 
Flatt, is erroneous. 


Notes By AMERICAN EDITOR. 
TMV gee 2: 


The salutation of this Epistle corresponds, in its general characteristics, with 
those of the other Pauline Epistles. Its only peculiarity, as distinguishing it 
from all the rest, is the special mention of the church officers among those who 
are addressed. The reason for thus alluding to them may, not improbably, be 
the one suggested by Meyer (with whom Weiss, Ellicott and others agree), but 
it may be connected with the particularly intimate relations which the Apostle 
sustained.to all the membership of this Church, the evidence of which is mani- 
fest throughout the Epistle. That these officials are placed in the salutation 
after the company of believers, may be due tothe fact that the gift sent to 
Paul was the result of a general contribution. It would seem, however, that 
he could hardly have written thus, if he had not esteemed the believing body 
as of more importance than its officers, ; 

The Church is not designated here by the word éxxAyoia, as it is not in the 

opening words of any of the letters which are later in date than 2 Cor. and Gal. 
As the Ep. to the Romans, in which this term first disappears from the saluta- 
tion, was probably not separated in time from either of those Epistles by a period 
of more than from three to six months, the change in expression must undoubt- 
edly haye heen accidental, rather than the result of any settled purpose or new 
ideas. The natural effect of a progress in church organization, it would seem, 
would rather have been in the opposite direction, For this reason, as well as 
because the earliest officers of the churches were presbyters and deacons, conclu- 
sions as to the date of this Epistle, or as to any peculiar or established church 
constitution, can scarcely be founded upon the words here used. 
’ With regard to the absence of the word dzécrodog in this salutation, it may, 
after the same manner, be said that no altogether satisfactory account can be 
given of its insertion or omission. It occurs, in letters addressed to individuals 
(Tim. and Titus), as well as in those written to churches; and, among the latter, 
it is found not only in cases where Paul’s apostolic authority was assailed (Gal., 
2 Cor.), but where there is little evidence of any intended reference to such 
opposition, (Rom., 1 Cor.). It is omitted, on the other hand, in 1st and 2d 
Thess., Phil, and Philem. Perhaps the best suggestion which can be offered 
is that the letters, whether to churches or individuals, whose opening words 
contain this term, have a somewhat more official character than those in which 
it does not appear. 

With respect to the relation of Timothy to the Epistle, the view of Weiss, 
Ellicott, Lightfoot and others, seems more probably to be the correct one—that 
he simply “takes part in the greeting.” No doubt, that if he had not agreed 
with Paul in opinions and feelings, his name would not have been inserted. 
But there appears to be no sufficient ground for supposing, with Meyer, that 
the Apostle had had any special or formal discussion with him as to the exhort- 


NOTES. | 47 


ations and teachings which were to be addressed to the Philippians in the 
letter. Timothy was well known to the church and was about to visit it on 
behalf of Paul, but the Apostle is apparently in this case, as in all others where 
he associates his companions with himself in his words of address, the sole author 
of the Epistle in every sense. 


II. Vv. 3-11. 


With reference to the construction and meaning of these verses, the following 
points may be noticed: (a) As evyapiord is the leading verb and apparently ex- 
presses the feeling which was uppermost in the Apostle’s mind, it is most natural 
to hold that the words éxi rj xowwwvig are to be connected with it. This view gains 
support from the following verses, which set forth the confidence which he has for 
the future respecting the continuance of what. now constitutes the ground of his 
thankfulness. It is also confirmed by the fact that in the beginning of other 
epistles where evyapior@ occurs, it is followed by the same preposition with a 
dative, or by clauses of another form, expressing the reason or occasion of. his 
grateful feeling (1 Cor. i. 4,5; Rom.i. 8; 2 Thess.i.3; Col.i.3,4; Philem. 4,5)— 
(6) The connection of zdvrore «.7.A.—whether with ebyapioré or with pera y. T. 0. 
Tototuevoc—is more doubtful. Idvrore is, in some similar cases in Paul’s writings, 
evidently to be joined with evy. (e.g. 1 Thess. i.2; 2 Thess. i. 3, ii. 13). In other 
cases, however (e.g. Col. i. 4; Philem. 4; cf. Rom. i.9, 10), it may qualify the partici- 
pial word, and it is to be observed that the present sentence has peculiarities which 
render any conclusions drawn from comparison with kindred passages uncertain. 
There is no other instance where the accumulation of phrases conveying the idea 
of “all,” and the twofold use of déyovc, are found. The sentence may, therefore, 
be properly determined in its construction by the probabilities belonging to itself. 
These, on the whole, favor the uniting of mdavtore k.7.2. with rototwevoc. After 
the insertion of éxi rdoy TH pveia ior, the addition of these words would seem 
unnecessary and antecedently improbable, as connected with evyapiord; while, as 
modifying rovovu., they are very suitable and natural. The participial clause, if 
including these words, is more easily accounted for than if they are separated from 
it. Ifthe writer says, that he thanks God in all his remembrance of them always 
in every prayer on their behalf, there is little emphasis to be gained by adding, 
parenthetically, that he offers these prayers with joy. But, on the other hand, if 
his words are, “I thank my God in all my remembrance of you, in every prayer 
of mine on behalf of you all making the prayer with joy,” the added clause serves 
’ a purpose corresponding in some’ measure, though not precisely, with that of Rom.’ 
i. 9,10 as related to ciy.in Rom.i. 8. It shows how natural it was—as he was 
always joyfully offering prayers for them—to give thanks, when he called them to 
mind, for their fellowship*in respect to the gospel. 

(c) The determination of the meaning of kovvwvia iuav (ver. 5) seems to depend 
on two points: 1. The absence of any defining words giving these words a special 
application, as e.g. to gifts of money, and also (as Meyer suggests) of any such 
words as er’ éuov, which would indicate fellowship on their part with himself, 
and this alone; and 2. The fact that in iv. 14, 15, the Apostle, by the use of the 
corresponding verb, refers distinctly to their contributions for his benefit, and 
speaks of those contributions, as he does here of the kowwvia, as having been made 
also at the beginning of their Christian life (év apyj tod evayyediov, iv. 15; amo rH¢ 
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mparne juépac, i. 5). In view of these facts, we must hold, with Meyer, that the 
words mean the fellowship of the Philippians with one another, but that, in using 
the expression, the writer had in mind the thought that, as this fellowship worked 
out to the end of furthering the gospel, it directed itself towards -the supply of his 
wants as a means to the end. xowvia is not, therefore, to be understood here in 
the sense of contribution, and it does not, in and of itself, suggest codperation with 
Paul, but only with one another. But, in the outgoing of their mutual codpera- 
tion, their affection for him led them to help the cause which they had at heart 
by helping him. 

(d) rexoildg abtd rovro (ver. 6). The participle here appears to be circum- 
stantial (as Mey.), rather than causal (as Ell, Lightf., and others). It is not pre- 
cisely parallel with movotmevoc (Alf, de W.), but it denotes the feeling which 
accompanies his thanksgiving. Confidence in the future naturally unites itself 
with his knowledge of the past and the present, and thus is ever in his mind when 
he expresses his gratitude to God. The view of Meyer with regard to av7d TovTo— 
that it means for this very reason—is to be rejected, both because of the order of the 
words in the clause (so Lightf.), and because the argument which Meyer urges has 
no sufficient basis,—namely, that “nothing has been yet said of the contents of the 
confidence, which are to follow.” This is true, if we are to understand the state- 
ment in the strictest and most precise sense. But the subject respecting which the 
Apostle is confident for the future is so far indicated in the preceding verse as to 
justify the use of aid robo as it is used in Eph. vi. 22, Col. iv. 8. The “good 
work” is the kowvovia, 

(e) With the thought in ériredéoer «7.4, (ver. 6) as related to the preceding, 
we may compare 1 Cor. i, 8 and 6. Passages of this character express confidence 
as to the perseverance of the particular persons referred to; whether they can be 
regarded as, in themselves, establishing the doctrine of the perseverance of all 
Christians is doubtful. This doctrine must find its main support elsewhere.— 
(f) The words axpe juépac "Incov Xpiorov correspond very nearly with é¢ Téhove 
2. by TH usa tT. K. He. ’L, Xp. of 1 Cor. i, 8, and in connection with iv. 5 (comp. 1 
Cor. xv. 51, 52, xvi. 22) they favor the view that in his later epistles, as in his 
earlier ones, Paul held that the Lord’s second coming was near at hand. His ex- 
pectation of this event as probably to occur in the early future, if this view is 
adopted, did not change as he advanced in life, although he naturally became more 
doubtful as to whether he should himself live to witness it—(g) Meyer’s view of the 
connection of év re deopoic . . . evayyeAion (ver. 7) is favored by De W., Alf., Noyes 
tr., and others, but is opposed by Treg., W. and Hort., Ell., Lightf., Eadie, Bisping, 
Lumby, Davidson tr., and others, who join the words, as do A. V. and R. V., with the 
following. The consideration which Meyer urges has force. The order of the sen- 
tence, also, and the fact that the position of these words, in case of the other ex- 
planation, gives them an emphasis which appears almost too great, supports ‘his 
view. But the development of thought as related to xowwvig (ver. 4), and the 
repetition of tac, which is more easily accounted for if the new clause begins with 
év re deo, may be regarded as overbalancing these considerations and rendering 
the connection of the words with what follows, on the whole, more probable. 

(hk) The close connection of decu. with aod, and Be3. makes it almost certain 
that the Apostle has in mind only that a@7oA. and BeB. which belonged to his 
present period of imprisonment. For this reason it is probable that in t7¢ yaprro¢ 
he refers to that manifestation of the Divine grace which fitted them, as it fitted 
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him, for the furtherance of the gospel even in times of trial and suffering, and 
which also made them ready to help him in his defence and confirmation of the 
gospel while a prisoner at Rome. The defence and confirmation are the negative 
and positive side of the same thing. The defence, therefore, does not mean a 
defence at the time of his judicial trial, but that which was a part of the work of 
preaching which, according to Acts xxviii. 30, 31, he was permitted to carry for- 
ward without hindrance.—(i.) yap (ver. 8) is, as Meyer intimates, to be connected 
with dca 1d yew ue év 7H Kapdig ipac—this verse being the confirmation of those 
words and not of what precedes them.—(j.) The view of Meyer with respect to 
év ordAayyvorc Xp, Ino. is adopted by EIL, Lightf., Ead., Alf., de W., Bisp., Jatho, 
Gwynn, and others, and is doubtless correct. 

(k) kai of ver. 9 is rightly explained by Meyer as simply adding the new part 
of the discourse. But whether (as he supposes, with EI, Alf., Lightf., de W., 
and others) the thought is carried back to ver. 4, as if taking up and explaining a 
prayer alluded to there, is doubtful. It is more probable that he merely intends 
to add to what he has said of his thankfulness and confidence a statement of what 
he prays for with reference to their future growth and progress. The emphasis 
on Tovro does not seem to require a reference to ver. 4 of the sort indicated, but is 
sufficiently accounted for by the fact that the aydry and the ko:vwvia are so closely 
related. That these two words are thus related is proved by the fact, that, other- 
wise, the unity of the introductory passage is broken—(l) The meaning of 
ayarn is, accordingly, love as connected with xovvwvia, that love which brought the 
Philippians into fellowship for the furtherance of the gospel. The reference does 
not seem to be (as Meyer holds) simply to their love to one another, but to 
Christian love which, existing as a power in each individual soul, led them to work 
together as the opportunity and call for such working came to them.—(m) “The 
intensive preposition (éx/) before yvécer,” says Lightfoot, “answers to the adjective 
before cictjoe.” He appears, thus, to give doy an intensive force, and with this 
view Eadie and some others agree. De W., EIl., Weiss, Alf, Lumby, Harless on 
Eph., and many other comm. regard this adjective as extensive, as Meyer also does: 
every (“every form of,” Ell.). To say the least, it may be affirmed that the writer 
has in mind the application of the knowing and perceptive love to the demands 
made upon it in the work of carrying forward the gospel, and there can be no 
doubt that the extensive sense brings the phrase into closest accord with this 
thought. Paul’s desire and prayer was that their love might abound in full, 
accurate knowledge, and in moral perception in all lines. 

(n) eg TO dokeudley x.7.A. (ver. 10). In respect to this phrase it may be said, 
(1) that the original meaning of both the verb and the participle favors the 
interpretation of de Wette and others (who understand it of a testing of things 
which are morally different), as against that of Meyer; (2) that the function of 
the perceptive faculty in the moral sphere is, primarily, that to which this inter- 
pretation points; (3) that the two passages which are in nearest parallelism to 
this may be best explained in this way: namely, Rom. ji. 18, where the claim of 
the Jew which is referred to is, that, inasmuch as he is taught by the law, he is 
able to know the will of God (i.e. to distinguish what is right from what is 
wrong), and thus to guide others, and Heb. y. 14, where the writer speaks of 
mature Christians as having their perceptive faculties exercised by reason of use 
to discriminate between what is good and what is bad. It is claimed, indeed, by 
many, and by Meyer himself, that in Rom. ii. 18, we must translate “approvest 
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the things that are excellent,” on account of a certain climactic character belong- 
ing to that passage. But the fact that the phrase is there preceded by the words 
knowest ivis will, and followed by words which simply point to instruction, and to 
the possession of the form or exact outline of truth in the law as qualifying for 
such instruction, and not at all to any approval or preference—the whole context, 
so far as the Jew’s claim for himself is concerned, referring to the sphere of the 
understanding and the capacity to teach others—seems to be decisive against this 
translation, If these words, therefore, are not to be explained in the present 
verse as meaning “ to distinguish the things that differ,” it must be for some such 
reason as that suggested by Meyer in his note, His suggestion is not without 
force, as Alford claims, who calls it “mere trifling ;” but it is doubtful whether it 
can be properly regarded as having weight enough to over-balance the considera- 
tions on the other side. 

(0) Grimm and Robinson in their Lexicons, as well as Lightf., Ell., Alf, 
Gwynn, and others among recent commentators, give the passive or intransitive 
sense to ampécxorot, Eadie agrees with Meyer. Lumby includes both senses. 
The objection of Lightf., Ell., and Alf., to Meyer’s view, that a reference to their 
relation to others is out of_ place, because, as Lightf. expresses it, the question is 

‘solely of their fitness to appear before the tribunal of Christ, is not conclusive for 
the reason that their attitude toward other men is a part of that which is passed 
upon.at that tribunal. The prominence of the thought of kocwwvia eic¢ To ebay. in 
the paragraph, on the other hand, favors, though it does not fully prove, the 
transitive sense.—(p) That dcxacooivy¢ (ver. 11) is here used in its ordinary, not 
in its peculiar Pauline sense, is admitted by almost all recent commentators. The 
correctness of this view is made apparent by the clauses which precede. This 
moral rectitude or conformity to what is right, however, is defined as that which 
is by means of Jesus Christ, and thus is that which begins in the soul at its 
entrance into the new life through faith. Faith works by love, and the result is 
right living. The fruit of righteousness grows more abundantly as the love 
abounds more and more in knowledge and all perception, until the man appears 
at the tribunal full of this fruit. dix, may be a genitive of origin, as Meyer, or of 


apposition, as Huther on Jas. iii. 18, and Liinemann on Heb. xii. 11 (in Meyer’s 
Comm.), take it. 


III. Vy. 12-14. 


(«) The letter being one of friendship and affection, rather than one written 
for the purpose of discussing doctrinal questions or matters of practical life, the 
writer naturally turns from his introductory passage, which has reference to the 
readers, to a statement of his own condition and success. In giving this state- 
ment he very naturally, also, makes prominent the matter which had been 
emphasized in the preceding paragraph—namely, the furtherance of the gospel. 
The connecting point between the two passages is found in the words xowwvia cic 
7d evay. of yy. 3-11 and cic rpoxor)y rod evay, of ver. 12 f. (comp. also ¢v Toi¢ 
Seopoig mov. . . , ovyKowvwvote pov K.T.A. ver. 7, Tod¢ Seopove ov davepotg xK.T.A. 
ver. 13).—(b) Meyer regards dare . . . yevéa6ax (ver. 18) as indicating the salutary 
effect, and not the greatness, of the mpoxor#, May it not be better to include both 
ideas? The following words seem to suggest the thought of the wide-reaching 
effect—“in the whole pretorium and to all the rest;” “the majority of the 
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brethren ;” “more abundantly bold.”—(c) Meyer refers to Bp. Lightfoot as 
holding that zpacrépiov means here the castrum pretorianorum, but the view of 
Lightf. is that the word denotes “the pretorian regiments, the imperial guards” 
—a body of men, not a place. Grimm, as also, among recent English commen- 
tators, Eadie, Ellicott, and, apparently, Lumby, agree with Meyer. Alford wavers 
in opinion somewhat, but finally favors Meyer’s explanation. Lewin, in his 
“Life and Epistles of St. Paul,” regards the explanation of the Auth. Ver. as 
most probably the correct one, but prefers that of Lightfoot to that of Meyer. 
R. V. apparently adopts L.’s view, translating in the text “throughout the whole 
pretorian guard,” with a marginal note, “Gr. in the whole Pretorium.” Among 
the recent translations of the N. T., that of Davidson has: “among all the 
pretorian guard”; those of the Bible Union, Green, and Darby: “in all the 
(or, the whole) Pretorium;” that of Dr. G. R. Noyes: “in the whole camp of the 
imperial guards.” Meyer claims that the prepositions in the passages cited for 
the’reference to the pretorian regiments themselves are always local, and seems 
thus to deny the propriety of any such reference. The passages quoted by Light- 
foot and in Freund’s Lexicon (Harper’s Ed.) may, however, be regarded as proving 
that the word was used of the regiments, and Lightfoot even goes so far as to 
deny that any decisive instance is produced in which the great camp of the pre- 
torian soldiers is designated by “preetorium.” LL. and §. (7th Ed.) say, “At Rome, 
Pretorium generally meant the Castra Pretoriana.” Amid this marked variety 
of views, and in a case where certainty seems scarcely attainable, it is difficult to 
pronounce a decision with much confidence. But as the Apostle, having now 
been in Rome not improbably nearly two years, may be supposed in his employ- 
ment of the word to follow the Roman, not the provincial, usage; as this usage 
appears to have allowed, if not indeed to have required, the application of the 
term to the guards; and as, by general consent, roi¢ Aocroi¢ raow is taken as desig- 
nating persons, not places, the view advocated by Bp. Lightfoot may be considered 
as the one best sustained.—(d) év xupiw (ver. 14) is connected with tov adeApav by 
R. V. as well as A. V. Alf. and Lumby agree with the writers mentioned in 
Meyer’s note, who favor this construction. Eadie, EIL, Lightf., Gwynn, Jatho, v. 
Hofm. W. and Wilk., make the words qualify ezo:férac, as Meyer does. , The 
order of the words, the fact that in all other cases téxov3a precedes the adverbial 
phrase which modifies it, and the unnecessary emphasis which the reverse 
arrangement gives in this sentence to év kvpiy, sustain the rendering of the Revised 
Version. It is affirmed, on the other side, that év xvpi is not found elsewhere in 
the N. T. with dde/goi (comp. however, Col. i. 2, £v Xpwor@: Lightf. maintains that 
this verse is not parallel with the present one because of the adjective mioroi¢ 
added there to ad.); that it is thus united with ze7. (e.g. ii, 24); and that ad. 

alone would here mean all that ad, év x. means—év x, being thus superfluous. 
The explanation of the emphasis on év «, as qualifying we. which Meyer gives in 

his note—that it is placed first as the correlative of éy Xpior@, of ver. 13—is 

hardly satisfactory. The same may be said of Ellicott’s similar explanation— 

that it must have been in Christ, and in Him only, that confidence could he felt. 

This may be true, Lut that it is true in such a sense as to demand the insertion of 

év xpi at all as qualifying te70/#., and especially with such marked emphasis, is by 
“no means evident. The suggestion of the preceding verse was abundantly sufficient 

to carry with it this thought into the merro0,, and thus no such additional promi- 

nence was required. The construction with adeAgov appears, on the whole, to be 
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simpler and better.—(e) teroutbrag roic¢ Jeopoic pov (ver. 14).—The explanation of 
these words must be sought for in the context. Ver. 13 sets forth the fact that 
his bonds had become manifest in Christ, i.e. as connected with and caused by 
his relation to Christ, and ver. 16 refers to his defence of the gospel. Ver. 7, in 
like manner, connects the ideas of the defence and the bonds. The reason, 
accordingly, for the confidence which the 7Aeiovec thus gained, and which strength- 
ened them to preach fearlessly, was their knowledge that his imprisonment had 
been the means, not of hindering, but of furthering the gospel. 


IV. Vv. 15-17. 


Two important questions present themselves in connection with these verses. 
The first is, whether the writer divides the 7Aeiovec of ver. 14 into two sections 
here,—rivéc, ruvéc, and again, oi puév, of dé,—or whether, on the other hand, the 
twé¢ pév (to which words oi dé correspond) are a class quite distinct from the 
mdsiovec. There are considerations which may be urged on both sides. The fact 
(1) that Aeiovec, as united with the words which follow it in ver. 14, implies that 
the remainder of the brethren were not active in preaching, whereas the twvé¢ wév 
evidently were thus active; (2) that ordinarily such divisions (rtuve¢ «.7.2.), when 
they are introduced after a more general descriptive word, are naturally referred 
by the reader to divisions making up the general class alluded to; and (3) that 
twé¢ dé, while exactly fitted to describe a second section of the 7eiovec, is a singu- 
lar, if not indeed altogether unsuitable, expression as designating the whole body 
of that majority, must be admitted to have weight in favor of the former supposi- 
tion. But it must be observed, on the contrary, (1) that ver. 13 apparently 
points, in its whole statement, to persons in whose working the Apostle could feel 
unalloyed satisfaction ; (2) that, if the rwé¢ wév were a portion of the rAeiovec, we 
seem compelled to give a different explanation to wezod#. 7, decuoic as related to 
them (comp. ver. 17) from that which we give in connection with the tc d&— 
whereas these words, as they stand in ver. 13, appear to have but one sense and 
application; (3) that cai following twee uév may—not to say, certainly does—indi- 
cate a new and independent class of persons as now brought forward. In the case 
of a carefully developed argument, or rhetorical treatise, the points favoring the 
view that the tvvé¢ wév and rivéc dé are parts of the tAeiovec would be almost decis- 
ive. But, in a friendly letter telling of experiences and feelings, the writer might 
easily by a sudden and slight turn leave the thought of ver. 18 at its close, and 
make a new beginning, and thus he might readily speak of two classes of 
preachers—the one already alluded to, and a different one of an opposite charac- 
ter. Not improbably, therefore, the correct view is that of Meyer. But it must 
be admitted that he and the many modern commentators who agree with him fail 
to recognize the full force of the arguments urged by their opponents. 

The second question has reference to the persons indicated by the twé¢ név: Who 
or what were they? The answer to this question must be sought primarily in the 
passage itself. This presents to us two facts respecting them: namely, that they 
preached Christ, and that they did so dca ¢9dvoy Kai pw and &F épiPeiac—olduevor k.7.A. 
As these latter words, according to all the evidence in the case, refer to their atti- 
tude or feeling towards the Apostle himself, it follows that they were preachers 
of Christ who had bitter personal opposition to Paul. The passage, however, adds 
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another point—the Apostle’s declaration that, notwithstanding their envy, etc., he 
rejoices and will rejoice that Christ is proclaimed by them, as well as by his own 
friends. It is, certainly, difficult to suppose that Judaizers such as those who ap- 
pear in the Ep. to the Galatians, or enemies like the ones described in 2d Cor., could 
have been here before his mind. Moreover, the language which he uses in iii. 2 
is so much stronger and more severe than that of these verses—so much more after 
the manner of 2d Cor. and Gal., that we can scarcely believe him to be speaking 
in the two chapters of the same persons. And, still further, it seems almost im- 
possible that, even at this late period of his life, he could say that he rejoiced in 
the preaching of such men. That they were, however, of the J ewish-Christian, 
rather than the Pauline party, is rendered probable by their opposition to him. 
In doctrine, therefore, we must believe them to have been less anti-Pauline than 
the teachers in Galatia, who were preaching a different sort of gospel—a perversion 
of the true gospel, and on whom the Apostle pronounces an anathema (Gal. i. 6-8). 
Meyer seems to admit this in his “Remark” at the close of ver. 18. With respect 
to feeling, on the other hand, they must have had the bitterness of the Judaizing 
orthodoxy to such a degree, that jealousy and the desire to trouble the Apostle 
became the chief impulse prompting them in their work. The word zpogdceu, as 
contrasted with a/7%eig, proves that they were neither honorable nor honest ad- 
versaries, and gives evidence both of the Apostle’s sentiments towards men of this 
character and of the expressions which he felt free to use respecting them. 

With regard to the words and phrases of this passage, the following remarks 
may be added: (a) ¢%évov not improbably here includes the feelings both of envy 
and jealousy in view of the Apostle’s fame and success.—(b) The strife, épuc, which 
is alluded to is evidently, by reason of the corresponding clause in ver. 17, that 
which was connected with ép:Seia, that is, with selfish and factious partisanship. 
It belonged thus, like the ¢iévoc, to the baser sort of opposition, and was directed 
towards the A postle personally.—(c) é& ayamye, é£ éputeiag are joined with the verbs 
by R. V., A. V., and some comm. (as Lightf., Alf., Eadie, Gwynn, also by Hofm., as 
stated by Meyer). De W., Weiss, Ell., Lumby appy., v. Heng., and others agree 
with Meyer. A. R. V. inserts Meyer’s rendering in the margin. The reasons 
- presented by Meyer may be regarded as justifying his view. Alf. objects that, if 
this construction had been in Paul’s mind, “the words tov Xprorov katayyéAdovow 
would hardly have been expressed in ver. 17,” and Lightf. regards these words, in 
this case, as too emphatic. May it not be, however, that there is a designed em- 
phasis in placing these words in this clause, rather than in the preceding, as con- 
nected with oby dyvac? The Christ-preaching of these factious adversaries is so 
insincere, that the very contrast between their state of mind and their action car- 
ries their condemnation with it—(d) olduevor 3 Aipev éyeiperv roi Secpoig pov (ver. 
17). As these words are closely related to @& épudetac, and, thr ough that phr oe 
61a 06vov Kai épw, and as the parallel clause in the preceding verse, el0dTE¢ .. . KEiuaL, 
is connected with the suggestion as to aiding him in his work as a preacher, the 
thought of “raising up affliction for his bonds” on the part of this hostile party 
must, in all probability, have a similar and immediate reference to his work and 
influence. They thought to take advantage of the fact of his bonds, and of what- 
ever hindrance these occasioned in the unlimited freedom of his preaching, to ad- 
vance other doctrines or views, to promote the interests and increase the numbers 
of their own party, and to diminish his authority and influence. Thus they ex- 


pected to make his bonds more grievous. 
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V. Vv. 18-21. 


(a) With respect to the construction and explanation of the words ré yap wAgv 
x.7.4., Meyer gives a different view from that of most other commentators, and 
also of his own third edition. The claim which is made by him, and by Hof- 
mann, who in this instance—contrary to what we observe in most other cases— 
seems to have favorably influenced his mind, that 7 renders it necessary to place 
the interrogation-mark after carayyéAAerat, and not after ydp, can hardly be sus- 
tained. It is evidently possible, however, to give this explanation of the words. The 
grounds for adopting the more common view are the frequent occurrence in Paul’s 
writings of r/ obv and ri ydp as independent questions; the fact that we find no paral- 
lel expression to ré 74v Or in his Epistles as equivalent to ri 44d 6re; the use of 
wAgv elsewhere (iii. 16, iv. 14, 1 Cor. xi. 11, Eph. y. 33) in the sense of only or never- 
theless (comp., however, Paul’s words in Acts xx. 23); and the simple and more 
natural construction of kal éy tr. yaipw, if united with 7Ajv... Kkatayy. in one 
clause, than if taken as an answer to a question Ti... xatayy. In view of these 
considerations, it is probably safer to place the interrogation-mark after yap. With 
this construction, the true explanation of 7As)v 6re (which is probably the correct 
reading), is that which makes it an answer to the question ti yap, and gives the 
meaning “ What then, i. e. such being the state of the facts, what follows, so far as 
my thought and feeling are concerned? Nothing except that,” &e—(b) év robe 
xaipw (ver. 18). The thing in which the Apostle rejoices, as inferred from the 
context, is not simply the fact that Christ is preached, but that, in that preaching 
which goes forward during his imprisonment, and is even furthered by it, Christ 
is proclaimed both by the one party and the other, who have been mentioned. His 
bonds, thus, do not hinder, but help the work of the gospel.—(e) In connection with 
this meaning of robr@, the following tovro (ver. 19) is to be explained. It refers 
to the same thing. This view of tovdro is sustained by the fact that the reader’s 
mind is naturally, and almost necessarily, carried back to the same pronoun in the 
next preceding sentence, and also by the fact that, in this way, the thought of the 
paragraph moves forward, without a break or parenthesis, from ver. 12 to yer. 21.— 
(d) Tisch. and Lachm., as Meyer says, place a period after ya/pw, and a comma 
after yapijoouat, and thus connect olda yap with the aAAa Kai yapHoouai clause only. 
W. and H. have the same punctuation, except that they put a colon after yaipw. 
R. V., on the other hand, joins the two clauses, ‘and therein I rejoice, yea and will 
rejoice.” Meyer’s view is probably correct, because the statement of ver. 19 gives 
a reason which applies as fully to his present joy as to that which should be in 
the future, and also because the emphatic addition of “yea and,” ete. to “I re- 
joice” is thoroughly in accordance with Paul’s style. In his third edition Meyer 
adopts Lisch.’s punctuation—(e) In his explanation of owrypiav, Meyer differs 
from many of the best recent commentators, and his arguments seem insufficient. 
Paul does not elsewhere use the word in the sense which Meyer gives to it here. 
He uses it only of the Messianic salvation, either as experienced by the soul in its 
beginnings on earth or in its completeness in heaven. The words are not im- 
probably a designed or accidental quotation from Job xiii. 16, LXX., where the 
meaning is open to questioning. But there is apparently no such reference to that 
passage, as to make the interpretation given to it determinative of the interpre- 
tation to be adopted here—(/') dea rij¢ . . . éteyopnyiac «.7.A.—The union of déyore 
and éx:y, under one article points towards the uniting of dua» with both genitives, 
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but inasmuch as, in case Tov mv. "I. Xp. is a subjective gen., as not improbably it is, 
there are two personal agents mentioned codperating to the same end, this union 
cannot be considered as decisive of the question. If, however, we do not connect 
tuov directly with écy., we may accept the position of Lightfoot (comp. also 
_ Eadie), who says, “The two clauses are fitly connected by the same article; for the 
supply of the Spirit is the answer to their prayer.” The view of Lightf., on the 
other hand, that the gen. rov tveiuaro¢ may include both the subjective and ob- 
jective relations—the Spirit being both the giver and the gift—can hardly be 
accepted. The Spirit may, no doubt, be conceived of in both ways, but the N. T. 
writers, like other writers, seem to have only one of the two conceptions in any 
one passage, according to the suggestions or-demands of the subject before their 
minds at the particular time—(g) The supply of the Spirit is probably to be 
specially connected in thought with the wappyoia spoken of in ver. 20. The 
Apostle’s mind seems to be, throughout the entire passage, on “the furtherance 
of the gospel” through his own actions or his experiences of whatever kind; and 
he is confident that by means of the prayers of the Philippians and the supply of 
courage, boldness, freedom, ete., which the Spirit should bestow in answer to those 
prayers, Christ will be magnified in his body, whether by life or by death. That — 
this is his thought, is indicated by the form of his sentence. His confidence, which 
gives him joy in the present circumstances, is that the result will be according to 
his hope; and his hope is, that in all boldness, ete. As the confidence, therefore, 
is founded on the supply to be given by the Spirit, this supply has especial refer- 
ence to the boldness.—(h) zappycia (ver. 20) seems to pass beyond the strict sense 
of freedom of speech to the more general meaning of boldness (courage), but the 
thought still moves in the sphere of the Apostle’s relation to the gospel as a 
preacher.—(i) viv refers to the time which was just upon him, the time when his 
fate was to be decided, and, as the question was that of life or death,'the words , 
év T@ oGuart are naturally used—(j) got yap... xépdo¢ (ver. 21).—The connection 
of these words with 6:a Gaze «.7.2. cannot be doubted, but yap introduces them, not 
in the way of directly proving the statement, “Christ will be magnified,” etc., but 
rather, on the other hand, as giving the ground of the Apostle’s hope and confi- 
dence that He will be thus magnified. The emphasis on éyo/ is thus accounted 
for: “I have confidence that Christ will be glorified—that I shall honor Him—in 
my body whether by life or by death, for to me—to my apprehension and plan of 
living—to live is Christ, and to die is gain. The relation of the idea of «épdo¢ to 
the magnifying of Christ by the Apostle’s death is explained in the simplest and 
best way by Meyer. W. and H. begin a new half-paragraph with ver. 21, but this 
verse seems to be in closest relation to the preceding verses, and the turn of thought 
is not at the opening of this verse, but of the next. 


VI. Vv. 22-24. 


As stated in the preceding note, the new semi-paragraph begins most appro- 
priately with ver. 22. The writer has steadily followed his one main thought 
from ver. 12 to ver. 21. He now turns to what is subordinate and secondary as 
related to what goes before—namely, to his own feeling and confidence respecting 
the issue of his trial (vv. 22-26 ;) and he then passes to another and similar semi- 
‘paragraph in which he gives an exhortation to his readers as to their Christian 
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living, both in the period of his absence and, if his hopes shall prove to be realized, 
after he is restored to them. 

The turn to the thought of the first of these half-paragraphs is very easy and 
natural, and in the manner of the transition we may see an indication of the true 
construction of ver. 22. In the development of the preceding thought, as has 
been already explained, the Apostle has been led to give the ground of his confi- 
dence that Christ will be magnified, etc., in the words of ver. 21. He now takes 
up these words in their bearing, not upon the honoring of Christ, bat upon him- 
self and his own happiness. The words 70 Civ év capi, therefore, correspond with 
Td (qv of ver. 21, and the words kapro¢ épyov with Xproré¢; and the whole of that 
verse is taken up under the particle «i—its entire statement being assumed as a 
fact—and the question as to his own preference is raised. The emphatic rovro, 
repeating and summing up in itself the words 7d (jv év capki, is thus easily 
accounted for. As “to live is Christ,” it is the continuance of life in the flesh— 
this and this only—which will bring the fruit of work. Everything in the 
context and connection points to this arrangement of the sentence, which makes 
et... épyou the protasis and xai ri «.7.2. the apodosis. 

As to the individual words of this verse, (a) dé may be regarded as equivalent 
to however or the logical now; (b) kapréc is prevailingly used of that which 
appertains to Christian life and effort, but whether the idea of emolumentum is 
necessarily contained in it (Meyer) is doubtful; épyov evidently here refers to 
Paul’s apostolic labors in Christ’s cause ; kai is to be explained as Meyer explains 
it in his note. Ellicott says, with a kindred statement, “if life certainly serve to 
apostolic usefulness, there will also be a difficulty as to choice.” (c) T'vepit (ver. 
25). R. V. and W. & H. place té aipyoouac with an interrogation mark in the 
margin, thus suggesting a construction by which ov yrepi{o becomes an answer to 
the question, what shall I choose. This construction, though possible, is much 
less simple than the ordinary one, which they have in the text. As to the 
meaning of yvwpifw in this place, the fact that Paul uses this word elsewhere 
in seventeen places and in seven of his Epistles—and always in the sense 
to make known—and the fact that this is the only meaning of the verb as 
found in the N. T. [there are, however, but six passages where it occurs outside 
of Paul’s writings], favor Meyer’s view somewhat strongly. But, on the other 
hand, the more common meaning of the verb as employed by Greek authors 
is to know; this meaning is found in the LXX.; and it is much the more 
natural sense, if ever allowable, in this passage. As Hofmann remarks, why 
should the apostle be limited to the use of the word with a single meaning, when 
it had in itself two meanings? R. V. places I do not make known in the margin 
as an alternate rendering. A. R. V. rejects this marginal note. Noyes translates, 
I cannot say, Darby, I cannot tell, Deans Jeremie and Gwynn, in Bib. Comm., I 
declare not, or make not known ; the other recent English translators and commen- 
tators, generally, regard the verb here as meaning J do not know. 

The intimation of ver. 23, as of 2 Cor. v. 8, is that, in case of his dying at this 
time, he would immediately be with Christ, and thus that he would pass at death, 
not into a condition of sleep or unconsciousness, but into one of conscious union 
with his Lord. Lightf. calls attention to the other conception of death as found 
in 1 Cor, xv. 51, 52, and 1 Thess. iv. 14, 16, and says that “the one mode of repre- 
sentation must be qualified by the other.” May not the true explanation of the 
matter be this:—that, as related to the body, the figure of sleep was before the 
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Apostle’s mind, and, inasmuch as the full consummation of blessedness was not, in 
his view, to be reached until the resurrection, he sometimes views the whole inter- 
mediate period as connected with the condition of the body. At other times— 
thinking only of the living spirit—he gives his actual and truer idea, that the life 
moves on unbroken into the future, changing its place, indeed, and still waiting 
its completeness, but never ceasing in its activity and its powers. (Comp. Rom. 
viii. 10, 11, 23). 

As we compare this verse with the one cited from 2 Cor., we discover, appar- 
ently, a certain change in the Apostle’s feelings, which is readily accounted for by 
the advance of years. In 2 Cor. y. 1 ff, he seems to contemplate death only as a 
possibility, and, in the expression of his desire to be with the Lord, he yet 
earnestly longs to live to the end and be “changed” (1 Cor. xv. 51), so that he 
may not pass through the experience which must come to those who die. The 
burdens and trials of the time which intervened between the two epistles, the 
progress of life towards old age, and the uncertainty of the result of his imprison- 
ment, of which he must have often thought during his two years at Rome, may 
well have made him welcome more fully the idea of dying, and have carried his 
mind more and more towards the future things as very far better. These things 
may well have made continued life seem desirable to him, not for himself, but 
only in view of the possibility of usefulness to others. 


VIL. Vv. 25, 26. 


(a) Lightfoot apparently regards mexoctéc¢ as haying an adverbial force, and 
translates “of this I am confidently persuaded.” Alf., Ell., Ead., and most of the 
recent comm., agree with Meyer—(b) The examples given by van Hengel (Iliad 
vi. 447f.; Isoc. Busir. Laud. c. 19; 2 Kings viii. 12; Acts xx. 29;) seem to show 
that olda need not be taken as affirming absolute knowledge, as Meyer asserts but 
may express strong conviction. That this is the force of the word here is held 
by De W., Weiss, Lightf., and others——(c) That by the word vev Paul refers to a 
remaining alive until the Parousia, and by the introduction of saow into the sen- 
tence he shows that he thought it was near, is claimed by Meyer as beyond doubt, 
Vv. 6 and 10 may point to this as possible or probable, but hardly as certain. It does 
not appear necessary to extend the continuance of evo to the time indicated in 
those verses, as it is so far separated from them and occurs in an entirely different 
paragraph.—(d) zpoxorqv (ver. 26) has a certain connection of thought, no doubt, 
with the same word in yer. 12. The Apostle’s continued life would be for the 
furtherance of the faith of the Philippians, as his recent experiences, and indeed 
all his working, had been for the furtherance of the gospel—(e) With reference 
to the relation of the iva and «ic clauses, the similar construction in ver. 10 may 
be compared. iva introduces the final end of his remaining, etc., ei¢ rv po. 
x.7.A, The xatynua is, as Meyer says, the materies gloriandi. This is, according to 
Meyer, “ the bliss as Christians which they enjoy” (comp. xapa s<iorewc) ; accord- 
ing to EIl., “their condition as Christians ;” according to Alford, their “ profession 
of the gospel.” Perhaps we may better say, as suggested by the immediate con- 
nection of the thought with the preceding verse, it is the /or¢ whose advance- 
ment was to be secured. The glorying indicated in Paul’s use of kavyaodu and 
its kindred nouns is, as Weiss and others remark, not a self-glorification in a com- 
parison of one’s self with other men, but rather an exultation in the blessings and 
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privileges bestowed by Divine grace. Grimm regards kabynua, in this place, as 
equivalent to Kavyyorc. 


VIII. Vv. 27-30. 


These verses have a connection both with what precedes and what follows. As 
related to the preceding context, they constitute a new half-paragraph, in which 
the Apostle, still keeping his mind on the prominent thought from ver. 12 
onward, urges upon the Philippians, whether he shall himself be able to come 
to them or not, to conduct themselves in a manner becoming their heavenly 
citizenship, and worthily of the gospel, by striving together for the faith without 
fear of enemies, even if called to conflict and suffering. He gives them, thus, an 
exhortation to move onward, as he himself had done and was doing, with boldness 
and with confidence that even the opposition of their enemies would result 
in their own salvation, As related to the following chapter, vv. 1-18, on the 
other hand, it is a general exhortation, agiwo .. . wodureveode, which is subse- 
quently carried out into some of its details. 

(a) Mévov, in the connection in which it stands, seems to imply that notwith- 
standing his confidence that, through his continued life, he might be of service to 
them, there was one exhortation which he would press upon them; but that, i 
view of his confidence, there was only one. (b) The force of woditevec¥e is prob- 
ably given by Meyer correctly, though it is possible that the word, as here used, 
may have passed beyond the meaning belonging to it by derivation into the more 
general sense, conduct yourselves—(c) LvvadAodvrec, means striving together with one 
another—uniting in a common earnest effort. Meyer refers it, with less proba- 
bility, to a striving together with Paul.—(d) 7 wiore: is, as Meyer says, the dative 
commodi. KR. V. reads for the faith in the text, with a marginal note “Gr. with.” 
This marginal note, which assumes that the dative is to be taken in the original 
as meaning wiih, is hardly to be justified. The most that can be said is that the 
Greek may mean with, but it must be admitted, also, that it may not. The prob- 
able construction, indeed, is that given by Meyer. Lightf. makes ziorec depend 
on ovvadA., and regards the Apostle as personifying faith —(e) duav d8 owrnpiac (ver. 
28)—If this text is adopted, as it should be according to the weight of authority, 
the meaning may be that the intrepidity of the Philippians is a sign to the 
enemies of two things:—their own destruction and the salvation of the Philip- 
pians; or the thought of the writer may be (as if he had inserted a iuiv before 
buav), to them of destruction, but to you of your salvation. The first sense answers 
most exactly to the words, and is adopted by Meyer and some others.—(/) méoyewv 
and the 30th verse (rdv airdv dyva—viv—év éuoi) make it very clearly manifest 
that the writer has especially in mind the furtherance of the gospel by the 
Philippians in, and notwithstanding, experiences similar to his own, i. e. persecu- 
tion, ete. 


Z 
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CHAPTER II. 


Ver. 1. Instead of ei re wapau., D* L, min. have: ei te¢ wapay. Approved by 
Griesb., adopted by Matth. It is nothing but a mechanical repetition of the pre- 
ceding ei t~. The same judgment must be passed on the reading: éi Tuc orAdyyxva, 
although this tic (instead of which the Recepta tiva is to be restored) has the 
greatly preponderant attestation of A BC D E FG K L P®, min. Bas. Chrys. (?) 
Damase. Oec, Theoph., and is adopted by Griesb. Matth. Scholz. Lachm. and 
Tisch. Twa (as early as Clem. Al. Strom. iy. p. 604, Pott.; also Theodoret) is, 
notwithstanding its small amount of cursive attestation, we do not say absolutely 
necessary,’ but requisite for such an understanding of the entire verse as naturally 
offers itself to the reader; see the exegetical remarks.—Ver. 3. 7] Lachm. and 
Tisch. read, and Griesb. also recommended: y7dé xard, following A BC ®, min. 
yss. and Fathers. An attempt at interpretation, as are also the readings 7 xard, 
kai Kard, uydév xavéd.—Ver. 4. Elz. Scholz, have éxaoto¢ in both places, which is 
defended also by Reiche. But éxaoro:, which is confirmed by preponderating testi- 
mony even before cxozowvrec (in opposition to Hofmann), was supplanted by the 
singular, as only the latter occurs elsewhere in the N. T.—Elz. has cxoreire in- 
stead of oxorobvrec, against decisive testimony.—Ver. 5. tovTo yap] A B C* &*, 
min. vss. Fathers, Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have roto only. But what led to the 
omission of yép was, that, ¢poveize being subsequently read, the preceding éxaoroe 
was looked upon as the beginning of the new sentence (A C 8). Moreover, the 
commencement of a lesson at tovro favored the omission.—¢poveicw] The reading 
gpoveire appears to have decisive attestation from the uncials, of which only 
C*** K L P favor the Recepta ¢poveicfw, But it is incredible, if the well-known 
and very common imperative form ¢poveire was the original reading, that it 
should have been exchanged for the otherwise unusual passive form ¢poveicbu, 


merely for the reason that it was sought to gain a passive form to be supplied 


with the following words 6 «ai év X.’I. (where the supplying of 7v would have 
been sufficient). And as the very ancient testimony of most Greek authorities 
since Origen, also of the Goth. Copt. Arm. and nearly all min., is in favor of 
¢poveictw, we must retain it as the original, which has been made to give way to 
the more current ¢poveire. The latter, however, is adopted by Tisch. 8, following 
Lachmann.—Ver. 9 Elz. Scholz, Tisch. 7 have évova alone* instead of 76 dvoya, 
in opposition to A B C8, 17, and several Fathers. The article has been sup- 
pressed by the preceding syllable.—Instead of éEouodoynonrac the future 
éEouodoyhoerat is decisively attested—Ver. 13. The article before Oedé¢ (Elz. 
Scholz) is condemned by preponderating testimony.—Ver. 15. yévjote] 


1Reiche, Comment. crit. p. 213, would read = quid valet ”),—The old Latin versions, with 
qu instead of twa; but the former is found their si qua or si quid, leave us uncertain as 
only in min., and is scarcely susceptible of a to their reading. But the Vulg. Lachm, 
forced explanation (“si qua est vobis,” or “si has: si quis. ‘ 
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A D* EX FG, Vulg. It. Cypr. have je. So also Lachm. But the testimony is 
not decisive, and there is the more reason for defending the Recepta, because 
yévyobe might be more readily glossed by #re than the converse, both in itself, 
and also here on account of the following év ol¢ gaivecbe «.7.A.—ayountra] Lachm., 
Tisch. 8 have duwya, following A B C8, min. Clem. Cyr. But the latter is the 
prevailing form in the N. T., and readily crept in (comp. var, 2 Pet. iii. 14).— 
tv péoy] ABC D* FG, min. Clem. have pécov. Approved by Griesb., and 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; the Recepta is explanatory.—Ver. 19. 
xupiv] Lachmann reads Xpior@, upon too weak authority —Ver. 21. Elz.: ta tod 
Xpiorod Ijoov, But ta ’Inoov X. (Tisch.: ra Xpiorov ’Ijoov) has the preponderance 
of evidence in its favor—Ver. 26. After iuac, A C D E 8*, min. vss. and some 
later Fathers have ideiv, which Lachm. places in brackets. To be adopted; be- 
cause, after i. 8, its omission would be very probable, and there is no reason why 
it should have got in asa gloss here and not at i. 8—Ver. 27. Elz.: éi Atrn, 
against decisive testimony in favor of éxi Avr7v.—Ver. 30. 7d Epyov tov Xpiorovd] 
Tisch. 7 reads 7o épyov merely; following, indeed, only C, but correctly, for the 
bare 7d épyov appeared to need some defining addition, which was given to it by 
Tov Xporov or Xpcorov (Tisch. 8), or even by xupiov (A 8).—zapafovA.] The form 
mapafBor, has preponderant attestation, and is to be preferred. See the exegetical 
remarks, 


Ver. 1. [On vv. 1-5, see Note IX. pages 106,107]. Oty] infers from i. 
30 what is, under these circumstances, the most urgent duty of the readers. 
[1X a.] If they are engaged in the same conflict as Paul, it is all the more 
imperatively required of them by the relation of cordial affection, which 
must bind them to the apostle in this fellowship, that they should fulfill 
his joy, etc. Consequently, although, connecting what he is about to say 
with what goes immediately before (in opposition to Hofmann), he cer- 
tainly, after the digression contained from #rc in ver. 28 onwards, leads 
them back to the exhortation to unanimity already given in ver. 27, to 
which is then subjoined in ver. 3 f. the summons to mutual hwmility— 
ei Tic k.7.A.] four stimulative elements, the existence of which, assumed by 
ei (comp. on Col. iii. 1), could not but forcibly bring home to the readers 
the fulfillment of the apostle’s joy, ver. 2.1. [IX b.] With each éori simply 
is to be supplied (comp. iv. 8): If there be any encouragement in Christ, of 
any comfort of love, etc. It must be noticed that these elements fall into 
two parallel sections, in each of which the first element refers to the objective 
principle of the Christian life (é Xpior@ and rvebuaroc), and the second to 
the subjective principle, to the specific disposition of the Christian (aydarne 
and orAdyyva kai oixtippoi). Thus the inducements to action, involved in 
these four elements, are, in equal measure, at once objectively binding and 
inwardly affecting (rd¢ ododpac, rac peTd ovurabeiac roAAc! Chrysostom).— 
mapaxh. év X.] év X. defines the rapaxd. as specifically Christian, having its 


1Hitzig, z. Krit. Paul. Briefe, p. 18, very and the four times repeated if is to cover 
erroneously opines that there is here a made the defect—in connection with which an 
excitement, an emphasis in which not so utterly alien parallel is adduced from Tacit. 
much is felt as is put into the words; Agric. 46. 
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essence and activity in Christ; so that it issues from living fellowship with 
Him, being rooted in it, and sustained and determined by it. Thus it is 
in Christ, that brother exhorteth brother. apéxAnowe means exhortation, 4. e. 
persuasive and edifying address ; the more special interpretation consolatio, 
admissible in itself, anticipates the correct rendering of the rapayiiov 
which follows (in opposition to Vulgate, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecume- 
nius, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, Heinrichs, and many others; 
and recently Hoelemann and Ewald).—ei rt capa. ayax.] rapapbtiov? cor- 
responds to the fourth clause (oxAdyyva k. oixr.), and for this reason, as well 
as because it must be different from the preceding element,’ cannot be 
taken generally * as address, exhortation,? but definitely as comfort® ’Aydrns¢ 
is the genitive of the subject: a consolation, which love gives, which flows 
from the brotherly love of Christians. In order to make out an allusion 
to the Trinity in the three first points, dogmatic expositors like Calovius, 
and also Wolf, have understood daydzn¢ of the love of God (to us).—et ree 
Kowa. rv.| if any fellowship of the Spirit (i.e. participation in the Spirit) 
exists; comp. on 2 Cor. xiii.13. This is to be explained of the Holy Spirit, 
not of the animorum conjunctio,’ which is inconsistent with the relation 
of this third clause to the first (év Xpuor), and also with the sequel, in 
which (ver. 2) Paul encourages them to fellowship of mind, and cannot 
therefore place it in ver. 1 as a motive.—ei twa ox. k. oixt.] Uf there be any 
heart and compassion. The former used, as in i. 8, as the seat of cordial 
loving affections generally; the latter, specially as misericordia (sé¢e on 
Rom. ix. 15), which has its seat and life in the heart.* It must further be 
remarked, with regard to all four points, that the context, by virtue of the 
exhortation based upon them Anpédcaré pov ryv yapav in ver. 2, certainly 
presupposes their existence in the Philippians, but that the general expres- 
sion (if there is) forms a more moving appeal, and is not to be limited by 
the addition of in you (Luther, Calvin, and others). Hence the idea is: 
“Tf there is exhortation in Christ, wherewith one brother animates and 
incites another to a right tone and attitude; if there is comfort of love, 
whereby one refresheth the other; if there is fellowship in the Spirit, which 
inspires right feelings, and confers the consecration of power; ¢f there 7s. 
heart and compassion, issuing in sympathy with, and compassion for, the 
afflicted,—manifest all these towards me, in that ye make full my joy (uov 
tiv yapdr).” Then, namely, I experience practically from you that 


11 Cor. xiv. 3; Rom. xii. 8; Acts iv. 36, ix. 
31, xiii. 15, xv. 31. 

2See generally Schaefer ad Bos. p. 492; 
Lobeck ad Phryn. p.517; Jacobs ad Ach. Tat. 
p. 708. 

3 Hofmann erroneously makes the quite 
arbitrary distinction that mapaka. refers to 
the will, and wapap. to the feelings. The will, 
feelings, and intellect are called into exercise 
by both. Comp., especially on rapapv0., Stall- 
baum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 476 E; Phaed. p. 70 B; 
Euthyd. p. 272 B; Thue. viii. 86, 1. 

4With Calovius, Flatt, Matthies, de Wette, 


Hoelemann, van Hengel, Ewald, Weiss, J. B. 
Lightfoot, and Hofmann. 

5 Plat. Legg. vi. p. 773 E, xi. p. 880 A. 

6 Thue. y. 103; Theocr. xxiii. 7; Anth. Pal. 
vii. 195, 1; Wisd. iii. 18; Esth. viii. 15; comp. 
mapapv0ia, Plat. Axioch. p. 875 A; Luc. Nigr. 
7; Ps. Ixv. 12; Wisd. xix. 12; 1 Cor. xiv. 3. 

7 Michaelis, Rosenmiller, am Ende, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, de Wette, Hoelemann, Wies- 
inger, Hofmann, and others; Usteri and 
Rilliet mix up the two. 

8See also on Col. iii. 12; comp. Luke i. 28; 
Tittmann, Synon, p. 68 f. 
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Christian-brotherly exhortation, and share in your comfort of love, and so 
ye put to’ proof, in my case, the fellowship in the Spirit and the cordial 
sympathy, which makes me not distressed, but glad in my painful posi- 
tion—There is much that is mistaken in the views of those who defend 
the reading tw before ox. (see van Hengel and Reiche), which cannot be 
got rid of by the assumption of a constructio ad synesin (in opposition to 
Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p.71 [E. T, 81]). Hofmann is driven by this reading, 
which he maintains, to the strange misinterpretation of the whole verse 
as if it contained only protases and apodoses, to be thus divided: ei ru obv 
mapdxAyow, év Xpiot@’ et te wapapbOvov, ayaryc’ ei tie Kowwvia Trebparoc, et TiC, 
orldyyva x. olxripuot; this last e ri. being a repetition of the previous one with 
an emphasizing of the «i. Accordingly the verse is supposed to mean: 
“Tf exhortation, let it be exhortation in Christ; if consolation, let it be a 
consolation of love; if fellowship of the Spirit, if any, let it be cordiality 
and compassion.” A new sentence would then begin with zAnpécare? 
Artifices such as this can only serve to recommend the reading ei tia. 
Ver. 2. The joy which Paul already feels in respect to the Philippians 
(i. 4), they are to make full to him, like a measure (comp. John iii. 29, 
xv. 11, xvii. 18; 1 John i. 4; 2 John 12; 2 Cor. x. 6). For the circum- 
stances of the case, comp. i. 9. The yov represents, as: it very often does 
in the N. T. (e.g. iv. 14; Col. iv. 18; Philem. 20), and in Greek authors, 
the dative of interest.—iva] The mode in which they are to make his joy 
full is conceived in telic form, as that which is to be striven for in the action 
of making full; and in this aim of the zAypotv the regulative standard for 
this activity was to consist. Paul might quite as fitly have put the 7d air 
¢poveiv in the imperative, and the Anpoiv rv yxapdy in the telic form; but 
the immediate relation to himself, in which he had conceived the whole 
exhortation, induced him to place the xAypodv r. y. in the foreground.— 
7d abrd gporgre] denotes generally harmony, and that, indeed, more Closely 


1In the application of the general et tts 
mapaxAnacs év X., the subjects of this mapaxAnats 
must, following the rule of the other elements, 
be the Philippians; Paul (Wiesinger, comp. 
Ewald) cannot be conceived as the rapaxadov. 

2¥From this interpretation of the whole 
passage he should have been deterred by the 
forlorn position which is assigned to the ei 
amis before omdAdyxva as the stone of stum- 
bling, as well as by the purposelessness and 
even inappropriateness of an oddly empha- 
sized problematical sense of this et tus.—If it 
be thought that the reading et tts oA. must 
be admitted, I would simply suggest the fol- 
lowing by way of necessary explanation of 
| the passage :—Ist, Let the verse be regarded 
as consisting of a series of four protases, on 
which the apodosis then follows in ver. 2; 2d, 
Let év Xptorg, ayarys, mvevmaros and omdday- 
xva Kk. oixtipnoi be taken uniformly as predi- 
cative specifications; 3d, Let Kxowwvia be 
again understood with the last ei 7s. Paul 


would accordingly say: “If any exhortation is 
exhortation in Christ, if any comfort is comfort 
of love, if any fellowship is fellowship of the 
Spirit, if any (fellowship) ts cordiality and 
compassion (that is, full of cordiality and ecom- 
passion) fulfill ye,” ete. The apostle would 
thus give to the element of the xo.vwria, be- 
sides the objective definition of its nature 
(rvevmaros, referring to the Holy Spirit), also 
a subjective one (om. x. oixtipm.), and mark the 
latter specially by the repetition of ei tts se. 
kowvwvia, as well as designate it the more forci- 
bly by the nominative expression (omAdyxva 
x. oixt., not another genitive), inasmuch as 
the latter would set forth the ethical nature of 
such a covvwvia (comp. such passages as Rom. 
vii. 7, viii. 10, xiv. 17) in the form of a direct 
predicate. The ei, moreover, would remain 
uniformly the syllogistic et in all the four 
clauses, and not, as in Hofmann’s view, sud- 
denly change into the problematic sense in 
the fourth clause, 
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defined by the sequel here as identity of sentiment.’ Hoclemann interprets 
76 avTé as illud ipsum, that, namely, which was said in ver. 1, the rapdkAnore 
év X, down to oixrpuoi. This is at variance with the context (see ‘the fol- 
lowing +. avr. ayéx. and é ¢pov.), and contrary to the wonted use of the 
expression elsewhere (Rom. xii. 16, xv. 5; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; Phil. iv. 2)—rjv 
avtny ay. éx., chur. Td év gpov.] Two more precise definitions of that like- 
mindedness, so far as it is identity of (mutual) love, and agreement of feeling 
and active impulse, sympathy (ciupuyo, only found here in the N. T.; but 
see Polemo, ii. 54, and comp. on i. 27, also on icdypvyov, ver. 20). This 
accumulation of definitions indieates earnestness ; Paul cannot sever himself 
from the thought, of which his heart is so full The following 76 é& @povowvte¢ 
is to be closely connected with ciyy., so that ciwpvyo has the emphasis 
and adds the more precise definition of the previously mentioned unity of 
mind: with harmony of soul cherishing the one sentiment. There are there- 
fore only two, and not three, special explanations of the 76 avd ¢povgre ; and 
év with the article points back to,the previous 76 ai7é, which is now repre- 
sented by 7d év without any essential difference in sense. Expositors, not 
attending to this close connection of ci. with 76 év g¢pov. (which Wiesin- 
ger, Weiss, Ellicott, and Schenkel have acknowledged), have either made 
the apostle say the very same thing twice over (Oecumenius: dirAaoidfer 
7 duogpoveiv), or have drawn entirely arbitrary distinctions between 716 airé 
and 7d év ¢pov.—e.g. Bengel, who makes the former refer to the same 
objects of the sentiment, and the latter to the same sentiment itself; Titt- 
mann, /.c., that the former is idem sentire, velle et quaerere, and the latter 
in uno expetendo consentire ; Beza and others, that the former means the 
agreement of will, the latter the agreement in doctrine; while others put 
it inversely; Hofmann thinks that é with the article means the one 
thing, on which a Christian must inwardly be bent (comp. Luke x. 42), It 
means, on the contrary, the one thing which has just been designated by 
7d abrd gpovgre (as in iv. 2; Rom. xii. 16; and other passages); the context 
affords no other reference for the article—lIt is usual, even in classical 
authors, for the participle of a verb to stand by the side of the verb itself, 
in such a way that one of the two conveys a more precise specification? 

Wer 3. [LX c.] Mydév kara epi. 4 Kevodo£.| sc. dpovowvtes (not TOLOUVTES, 
Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Camerarius, Storr, am Ende, Rheinwald, Flatt, 
van Hengel, and others); so that, accordingly, what was excluded by the 
previous requirement 10 aité dpov7re . . . gpovorrres, is here described. To 
take, as in Gal. v. 18, pydév . . . xevodogiav as a prohibition by itself, with- 
out dependence on ¢povoirrec (see on Gal. J.¢.), as J. B. Lightfoot does, is 
inappropriate, because the following participial antithesis discloses the 


1See Tittmann, Synon. p. 67; Fritzsche, ad 
Rom. II. p. 87 f.; comp. Herod. i. 60, ix. 54, 
and the passages in Wetstein. The opposite: 
audis bp-, Hom. Il, xiii. 345; adAn dp., hymn. 
Ap. 469; dcxoppoverv, Plut. Mor. p. 763 E; 
duxduyres, Nonn. ev. Joh. xx. 29; and similar 
forms. ~ 


2Comp. Chrysostom: BaBat, rocdxkrs Td abd 
Aéyer ad Svabécews ToAARS! He also well 
remarks on 7. avr. ayam. Ex. } TOVTETTL OMOLWS 
dtrety kal prreiaOar. 

3See Stallb. ad Plat. Hipp. m. p. 292 A; - 
Bornemann, ad Cyrop. viii. 4. 9; Lobeck, 
Paral. p. 582 f. 
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dependence of the éév «.7.4. on the previous participle; hence also Hof- 
mann’s view, that there is an intentional leaving the verb open, cannot be 
admitted. Hoelemann combines it with #yoiu., and takes pydév as neuti- 
quam; but incorrectly, for jyobu. «.7.2. affirms the esteeming others better 
than oneself, which, therefore, waa take place in a factious («ara épibeéav, 
see on i. 17) or in a vainglorious (i xevodofiav) way. The xara denotes that 
which is regulative of the state of mind, and consequently its character, and 
is exchanged in the antithetic parallel for the dative of the instrument: by 
means of humility, the latter being by the article set down as a generic 
idea (by means of the virtue of humility). The mutual brotherly humil- 
ity (Eph. iv. 2; Col. iii. 12; Acts xx. 19) is the determining principle, by 
which, for example, Caius is moved to regard Lucius as standing higher, 
in a moral point of view, than himself, and, on the other hand, Lucius to 
pronounce Caius to be of a higher moral rank than himself (Z. e. 
aAAhdove . . . éavrdv), Hoelemann erroneously refers ri tazevvogp. to irepéy., 
so that it “excellentiae designet praesidiwm,’—a view which the very posi- 
tion of the words should have warned him not to adopt.—xevodogia] ostenta- 
tion, only here in the N. T.\—Ver. 4. su) ra éavrév éxaoroe oxor.] [IX d.] The 
humble mind just indicated cannot exist together with selfishness, which 
has its own interests in view.? Others consider that the having regard to 
gifts and merits is intended (Calvin, Hammond, Raphel, Keil, Commentat. 
1808, in his Opuse. p. 172 ff, Hoelemann, Corn. Muller), which, after the 
comprehensive r@ tamecogp. «.7.2., would yield a very insipid limitation, 
and one not justified by the context.—éxaoro:] It is usually, and in other 
passages of the N. T. invariably, the singular that is used in this distribu- 
tive apposition; the plural, however, is not unfrequently found in classical 
authors.’—aaaa cat «.7.2.] a weaker contrast than we should have expected 
from the absolute negation in the first clause;* a softening modification 
of the idea. Jn strict consistency the xai must have been omitted (1 Cor. 
x. 24).5 The second écaoroe might have been dispensed with; it is, how- 
ever, an earnest repetition—The influences disturbing unity in Philippi, dis- 
closed in vv. 2-4, are not, according to these exhortations, of a doctrinal 
kind, nor do they refer to the strength and weakness of the Lainie and 
conviction of individuals, as was the case in Rome (Rom. xiv.) and Corinth 
(1 Cor, viii. and x.)—in opposition to Rheinwald and Schinz ;—but they 
were based upon the jealousy of moral self-estimation, in which Christian 


1Comp. Wisd. xiv. 14; Polyb. iii. 81.9; Lue- ii. 4,38; Herodian, iii. 13, 14. 
ian, D. Mort. x. 8, xx. 4; and see on Gal. vy. 26. #In which, in fact, itis not merely the limit- 

2See instances of oxomeiv ra twos, to be ation (Hofmann) to one’s own that is forbid- 
mindful of any one’s interests, in Herod. i. den, as if udvev stood along with it. What 
8; Plat. Phaedr. p. 232 D; Thue. vi. 12. 2; Hofmann at the same time deduces from the 
Eur. Supp. 302. Comp. Lucian, Prom. 14; reading é«aoros (before oKorovrTes), Which he 
TapavTov ova okom®. The opposite of ra follows, as distinguished from the subsequent 
éavrov ox. may be seen in 2 Mace. iv.5: 73 8& — Exacror (with a here wholly irrelevant com- 


ouppepov Kowy ... okorav, Comp. ¢ntetvy ta parison of Plat. Apol. p. 39 A), is sophistical, 
éavrov, 1 Cor. x, 24, 33, xiii. 5; Phil. ii, 21, and falls, moreover, with the reading itself. 
where ¢nreiy presents no essential difference 5 Comp. Soph. Aj, .1292 (1313): 6pa wh rodmoy 
in sense. 


GAAG Kal Td ody; and see Fritzsche, ad Mare, 
§ Hom, Od, ix. 164; Thue. i.7.1; Xen, Hell, p. 788; Winer, p. 463 f. [E. T. 498.] 


eg 
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perfection was respectively ascribed and denied to one another (comp. 
ver. 12, iii. 12 ff.). Although this necessarily implies a certain difference 
of opinion as to the ethical theory, the epistle shows no trace either of any 
actual division into factions, or of ascetic jealousy (which de Wette assumes 
as cooperating). But the exhortations to-unity are too frequent (i. 27, 
ii. 2 f, iii. 15, iv. 2 f) and too urgent to justify us in questioning generally 
the existence (Weiss) of those disturbances of harmony, or in regarding 
them as mere il humor and isolation disturbing the cordial fellowship of 
life (Hofmann). [IX page 107.] , 

Ver. 5. Enforcement of the precept contained in ver. 8 f. by the example 
of Jesus (comp. Rom. xv. 3; 1 Pet. ii. 2b; Clem. Cor. I. 16), who, full of 
humility, kept not His own interest in view, but in self-renunciation and 
self-humiliation sacrificed it, even to the endurance of the death of the 
cross, and was therefore exalted by God to the highest glory;? this ex- 
tends to ver. 12.°—¢gpoveicfe év iu.) sentiatur in animis vestris. The parallel- 
ism with the év which follows prohibits our interpreting it intra vestrum 
caetum (Hoelemann, comp. Matthies). The passive mode of expression is 
unusual elsewhere, though logically unassailable. Hofmann, rejecting 
the passive reading, as also the passive supplement afterwards, has sadly 
misunderstood the entire passage.t—é xai év X. ’I.] sc. é¢povily. On én, 


1Comp. Huther, in the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 
1862, p. 640 ff. 

2Christ’s example, therefore, in this passage 
is one of self-denial, and not of obedience to 
God: (Ernesti), in which, in truth, the self- 
denial only manifested itself along with other 
things. It is, however, shown by the very 
addition of «ai, that Paul really intended to 
adduce the example of Christ (in opposition 
to Hofmann’s view); comp. Rom. xv. 3. 
Christ’s example is the moral ideal, histori- 
eally realized. Comp. Wuttke, Sittenl. II. 2 
224; Schmid, Sittenl. p. 355 ff.; and as early as 
Chrysostom. 

3 See on this passage Kesler in Thes. nov. ex 
mus. Has. et Iken. II. p. 947 f ; Schultens, 
Dissertatt. philol. I. p. 443 ff.; Keil, two Com- 
mentat. 1803 (Opusc. p. 172 ff.); Martini, in 
Gabler’s Journ. f. auserl. theol. Jit. 1V. p. 34 
ff.; von Ammon, Magaz. f. Pred. I1.1, p.7 ff.; 
Kraussold in the Annal. d. gesammt. Theol. 
1835, II. p. 273 ff.; Stein in the Stud. wu. Krit. 
1837, p. 165 ff.; Philippi, d. thatige Gehors. Chr. 
Berl. 1841, p. 1 ff.; Tholuck, Disp. Christol. de 
l. Phil. ii. 6-9, Halle 1848; Ernesti in the Stud. 
u. Krit. 1848, p. 858 ff., and 1851, p. 595 ff.; 
Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 1849, p. 502 ff., and 
1852, p. 133 ff., and in his Paulus, II. p. 51 ff. 
ed. 2; Liebner, Christol. p. 325 ff.; Raebiger, 
Christol. Paulin. p. 76 ff.; Lechler, Apost. u. 
nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 58 ff.; Sechneckenburger 
inthe Deutsch. Zeitschr. 1855, p. 333 ff.; Wetzel 
in the Monatschr. f. d. Luth. Kirche Preuss. 


5 


1857; Kahler in the Stud. uy. Krit. 1857, p. 99 
ff.; Beyschlag in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 
431 ff., and his Christol. d. NV. T. 1866, p. 233 ff.; 
Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. 1870, p. 163 ff. ; 
J. B. Lightfoot’s Excursus, p. 125 ff.; Pflei- | 
derer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1871, p. 519 ff. ; 
Grimm in the same Zeitschr. 1873, p. 33 ff. 
Among the more recent dogmatic writers, 
Thomasiusg, II. p. 148 ff.; Philippi, IV. 1, p. 
469 ff.; Kahnis, I. p. 458 ff. 

4Reading ¢poveire, and subsequently ex- 
plaining the ¢v XpuorG "Inood as a frequent 
expression with Paul for the ethical Christian 
quality (like év cvptw in iv. 2), Hofmann makes 
the apostle say that the readers are to have 
their mind so directed within them, that it shall 
not be lacking in this definite quality which 
makes it Christian. Thus there would be 
evolved, when expressed in simple words, 
merely the thought: “ Have in you the mind 
which is also the Christian one.” As if the 
grand outburst, which immediately follows, 
would be in harmony with such a general 
idea! This outburst has its very ground in 
the lofty example of the Lord. And what, 
according to Hofmann’s view, is the purpose 
of the significant cai? It would be entirely 
without correlation in the text; for in év vucy 
the év would have to be taken as local, and in 
the év Xpiord, according to that misinterpre- 
tation, it would have to be taken in the sense 
of ethical fellowship, and thus retations not at 
all analogous would be marked. 


66 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PHILIPPIANS. 


comp. the Homeric é2 ¢peci, évi_ 6x46, which often occurs with ¢poveiv, Od. 
xiv. 82, vi. 313; J/. xxiv. 173. «ai is not cum maxime, but the simple also 
of the comparison (in opposition to van Hengel), namely, of the pattern 
of Christ. 

Ver. 6. [On vv. 6-11, see Note X. pages 107-111.] The classical passage 
which now follows is like an Epos in calm majestic objectivity ; nor does 
it lack an epic minuteness of detail—iac] epexegetical ; subject of what 
follows; consequently Christ Jesus, but in the pre-human state, in which 
He, the Son of God, and therefore according to the Johannine expression 
as the Adyo¢ doapkoc, was with God.!_ The human state is first introduced by 
the words éavrdv éxévwoce in ver. 7.2 It has been objected* that the name 
Christ Jesus is opposed to this view; also, that in vv. 8-11 it is the exalta- 
tion of the earthly Christ that is spoken of (and not the return of the 
Logos to the divine déga); and that the earthly Christ only could be held 
up as a pattern. But Xpcord¢ "Inoovc, as subject, is all the more justly used 
(comp. 2 Cor. viii. 9; 1 Cor. viii. 6; Col. i. 14 ff; 1 Cor. x. 4), since the sub- 
ject not of the pre-human glory alone, but at the same time also of the 
human abasement‘ and of the subsequent exaltation, was to be named. 
Paul joins on to éc¢ the whole summary of the history of our Lord, includ- 
ing His pre-human state (comp. 2 Cor. viii. 9: étréyevoe rRobawwe Ov); there- 
fore vv. 8-11 cannot by themselves regulate our view as regards the defi- 
nition of the subject; and the force of the example, which certainly comes 
Jirst to light in the historical Christ, has at once historically and ethically 
its deepest root in, and derives its highest, because divine (comp. Matt. v. 
48; Eph. v. 1), obligation from, just what is said in ver. 6 of His state 
before His haman appearance. Moreover, as the context introduces the 
incarnation only at ver. 7, and introduces it as that by which the subject 
divested Himself of His divine appearance, and as the earthly Jesus 
never was in the form of God (comp. Gess, p. 295), it is incorrect, because 
at variance with the text and illogical, though in harmony with Lutheran 


1That Christ in His Trinitarian pre-exist- 
ence was already the eternal Principle and 
Prototype of humanity (as is urged by Bey- 
schlag), is self-evident; for otherwise He 
would have been one essentially different 
from Him who in the fullness of time ap- 
peared in the flesh, But this does not entitle 
us to refer the pre-existence to His whole 
divine-human person, and to speak of an eternal 
humanity,—paradoxes which cannot exegeti- 
cally be justified by our passage and other 
expressions such as 1 Cor, xv. 47; Rom. v, 12 
ff., viii. 29; Col. i. 15. The Logos pre-existed 
as the divine principle and divine prototype of 
humanity; @cds hv 6 Adyos, and this, apart 
from the form of expression, is also the 
teaching of Paul. Only in time could He 
enter upon the human existence; the notion 
of eternal humanity would refute itself. 

2So Chrysostom and his successors, Beza, 


Zanchius, Vatablus, Castalio, Estius, Clarius, 
Calixtus, Semler, Storr, Keil, Usteri, Kraus- 
sold, Hoelemann, Rilliet, Corn. Miller, and 
most expositors, including Linemann, Tho- 
luck, Liebner, Wiesinger, Ernesti, Thoma- 
sius, Raebiger, Ewald, Weiss, Kahnis, Bey- 
sehlag (1860), Schmid, Bibl. Theol. II. p. 
306, Messner, Lehre d. Ap. 233 f., Lechler, 
Gess, Person Chr. p. 80 f., Rich. Schmidt, 
lc. J. B. Lightfoot, Grimm ; comp. also Hof- 
mann and Disterdieck, Apolog. Beitr. III. 
p. 65 ff. 

$See especially de Wette and Philippi, also 
Beyschlag, 1866, and Dorner in Jahrb. f. D. 
Th. 1856, p. 394 f. 

4 Hence Philippi’s objection, that dpovety is 
elsewhere applied to man only, and not to 
God, is devoid of significance. Unfounded 
is also Beyschlag’s objection (1866) drawn 
from the word cx7uarr; see below. 


CHAP. I. 6. 67 


orthodoxy and its antagonism to the Kenosis of the Logos,! to regard ick: 
incarnate historical Christ, the 2éyoc éveapxoc, as the subject meant by @ ce 

Liebner aptly observes that our passage is “the Pauline 4 Adyo¢g cape éyévero;” 

comp. on Col. i. 15.—év yopda Geod izdépyovr] not to be resolved, as usually, 
into “although, ete.,” which could only be done in accordance with the 
context, if the dprayydv #yeiotae x.7.2. could be presupposed as something 
proper or natural to the being in the form of God; nor does it indicate 
the possibility of His divesting Himself of His divine appearance (Hof- 
mann), which was self-evident; but it simply narrates the former divinely 
glorious position which He afterwards gave up: when He found Himself in 
the form of God, by which is characterized Christ’s pre-human form of 
existence. Then He was forsooth, and that objectively, not merely in 
God’s self-consciousness—as the not yet incarnate Son (Rom. i. 8, 4, viii. 3; 
Gal. iv. 4), according to John as Aéyoc—with God, in the fellowship of the 
glory of God (comp. John xvii. 5). It is this divine glory, in which He 
found Himself as ica Oe6 ov and also cixov Ocot—as such also the instru- 
ment and aim of the creation of the world, Col. i. 15 f—and into which, 
by means of His exaltation, He again returned; so that this divine dééa, 
as the possessor of which before the incarnation He had, without a body 
and invisible to the eye of man,’ the form of God, is now by means,of 
His glorified body and His divine-human perfection visibly possessed by 
Him, that He may appear at the rapovoia, not again without it, but in and 
with it (iii. 20f.). Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4; Col. i. 15, iii. 4. Mopd#, therefore, 
which is an appropriate concrete expression for the divine 6é£a (comp. 
Justin, Apol. I. 9), as the glory visible at the throne of God, and not a 
“fanciful expression ” (Ernesti), is neither equivalent to gto or ovoia;* nor 
to status:> nor is it the god-like capacity for possible equality with God 
(Beyschlag), an interpretation which ought to have been precluded both 
by the literal notion of the word pop¢4, and by the contrast of pop¢? dotdov 
in ver. 7. But the yop? Ocov presupposes® the divine gto as dpudorodog 


1 According to which Christ had the full 
divine majesty “statim in sua conceptione, 
etiam in utero matris” (Form. Cone. p. 767). 
But He had it in His state of humiliation 
secreto, and only manifested it occasionally, 
quoties ipsi visum fuerit. In opposition to 
this, Liebner rightly observes, p. 334: “This 
is altogether inadequate to express the pow- 
erful N. T. feeling of the depth and greatness 
ef our Lord’s humiliation. This feeling 
unmistakably extends to the unique per- 
sonal essence of the God-man, and in con- 
formity with this, to the very heart of the act 
ef incarnation itself.” 

2Novatian, de Trin. 17, Ambrosiaster, Pela- 
gius, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Cameron, 
Piscator, Hunnius, Grotius, Calovius, Clericus, 
Bengel, Zachariae, Kesler, and others, includ- 
ing Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, van Hen- 
gel, de Wette, Schneckenburger, Philippi, 


Beyschlag (1866), Dorner, and others; see the 
historical details in Tholuck, p. 2 ff, and J. 
B. Lightfoot. 

8 Comp. Philo, de Somn. I. p. 655. 

4 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, The- 
ophylact, Augustine, Chemnitz, and many 
others; comp. also Rheinwald and Corn. 
Miiller. 5 Calovius, Storr, and others. 

6Bengel well says: “Ipsa natura divina 
decorem habebat infinitum, in se, etiam sine 
ulla creatura illum decorem intuente.”— 
What Paul here designates simply by ev 
poph7 Geod irdpxwyv is pompously expressed 
by Clement, Cor. 1.16: 76 oxjmrpov ths peya- 
Awatyys ToD Meod. The forma mentis acterna, 
however, in Tacitus, Agric. 46, is a conception 
utterly foreign to our passage (although ad- 
duced here by Hitzig), and of similar import 
with Propertius, iii. 1, 64: “ingenio stat sine 
morte decus.” 
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popoac (Aesch. Suppl. 496), and more precisely defines the divine status, 
namely, as form of being, corresponding to the essence, consequently to 
the homoousia, and exhibiting the condition, so that yop¢) Oecd finds its 
exhaustive explanation in Heb. i. 3: daiyaoua tig dd5n¢ Kk. XapaKtip 
tie irootdcew tov Ocov, this, however, being here conceived as predi- 
cated of the pre-existent Christ.' What is here called popg? cod is 
eldoc Ocod in John v. 37,2 which the Son also essentially possessed in 
His pre-human déga (John xvii. 5). The explanation of gio was 
promoted among the Fathers by the opposition to Arius and a number 
of other heretics, as Chrysostom adduces them in triumph; hence, 
also, there is much polemical matter in them. For the later controversy 
with the Socinians, see Calovius—irapyov] designating more expressly 
than dv the relation of the subsisting state (iii. 20; Luke vil. 25, xvi. 23; 2 
Pet. iii. 11); and hence not at all merely in the decree of God, or in the 
divine self-consciousness (Schenkel). The time is that of the pre-human 
existence. See above on dc. Those who understand it as referring to His 
human existence (comp. John i. 14) think of the divine majesty, which 
Jesus manifested both by word and deed (Ambrosiaster, Luther, Erasmus, 
Heinrichs, Krause, Opusc. p. 88, and others), especially by His miracles 
(Grotius, Clericus); while Wetstein and Michaelis even suggest that the 
transfiguration on the mount is intended. It would be more in harmony 
with the context to understand the possession of the complete divine image 
(without arbitrarily limiting this, by preference possibly, to the moral 
attributes alone, as de Wette and Schneckenburger do)—a possession 
which Jesus (“as the God-pervaded man,” Philippi) had (potentialiter) from 
the very beginning of His earthly life, but in a latent manner, without 
manifesting it. This view, however, would land them in difficulty with 
regard to the following éavr. éxévwse x.7.4., and expose them to the risk of 
inserting limiting clauses at variance with the literal import of the passage; 
see below.—ovx dpraypodv yhoato rd elvac ica Oem] In order to the right 
explanation, it is to be observed: (1) that the emphasis is placed on dpray- 
uév, and therefore (2) that 1d elva: ica OH cannot be something essentially 
different from év pop} Ocod irapyerv, but must in substance denote the same 
thing, namely, the divine habitus of Christ, which is expressed, as to its 
Sorm of appearance, by év yopoh Oecd bxdpyx., and, as to its internal nature, by 
70 elvat ica Oc—;* (3) lastly, that dprayude does not mean praeda, or that which 


1In Plat. Rep. ii. p.381 C, nopdy is also to be 
taken strictly in its literal signification, and 
not less so in Eur. Bacch. 54; Ael. H. A. iii. 
24; Jos, c. Ap. ii. 16, 22. Comp. also Eur. 
Bacch. 4: poppnv apeivas éx Ocod Bpornoiay, 
Xen. Cyr. i. 2. 2: @voww mer 34% THS Wuxis K- 
Tis Kophis. 

2Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 380 D; Plut. Mor. p. 
1013 C. 

$ An entirely groundless objection has been 
made (even by Liinemann) against the view 
which takes 76 elvat toa @ed as not essentially 
different from év mopdj @cod elvat, viz. that 


Paul would, instead of 7d eivat toa Og, have 
written merely rovro, or even nothing at all. 
He might have done so, but there was no 
necessity for his taking that course, least of 
all for Paul! He, on the contrary, distin- 
guishes very precisely and suitably between 
the two ideas representing the same state, by 
saying that Christ, in His divine pre-human 
form of life, did not venture to use this his God- 
equal being for making booty. Both, there- 
fore, express the very same divine habitus; 
but the elva: iva @e is the general element, 
which presents itself in the divine popdy as 
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ts seized on (which would be dprdyuor,! or dprayna or apracua, and might 
also be doray#), or that which one forcibly snatches to himself (Hofmann and 
older expositors); but actively: robbing, making booty. In this sense, 
which is @ priori probable from the termination of the word which usually 
serves to indicate an action, it is used, beyond doubt, in the only profane 
passage in which it is extant, Plut. de pueror. educ. 15 (Mor. p. 12 A): kat 
Tobe uév O7Byor Kat rode’ HAid: devxtéov Epwrac Kal Tov éx Kphrye Kadobyevov dpray- 
uév, Where it denotes the Cretan kidnapping of children. It is accordingly 
to be explained: Not as a robbing did He consider? the being equal with God, 
‘t.e. He did not place it under the point of view of making booty, as if it 
was, with respect to its exertion of activity, to consist in His seizing what 
did not belong to Him. . In opposition to Hofmann’s earlier logical objec- 
tion (Schrijtbew. I. p. 149) that one cannot consider the being as a doing, 
comp. 1 Tim. vi. 5; and-see Hofmann himself, who has now recognized 
the linguistically correct explanation of dprayyéc, but leaves the object of 
the dpzéfew indefinite, though the latter must necessarily be something 
that belongs to others, consequently a foreign possession. Not otherwise 
than in the active sense, namely raptus, can we explain Cyril, de adorat. I. 
p- 25 (in Wetstein): oby dprayydv*® rv xapairnow de & adpavoic Kai bdapeorépas 
éxoteito opevéc ; further, Eus. in Lue. vi. in Mai’s Nov. Bibl. patr. iv. p. 165, 
and the passage in Possini Cat. in Marc. x. 42, p. 233, from the Anonym. 
Tolos. : art ob« ote dprayuoc 7 Tiuq;* as also the entirely synonymous form 
@pracuéc in Plut. Mor. p. 644 A, and Avicudc in Byzantine writers; also 
oxv2evuéc in Eustathius; comp. Phryn. App. 36, where dprayyéc is quoted as 
equivalent to dpracc. The passages which are adduced for dprayya yyciobat 
or roveiotai rc (Heliod. vii. 11. 20, viii. 7; Eus. H. FE. viii. 12; Vit. Coii. 31) 
—comp. the Latin praedam ducere (Cie. Verr. v.15; Justin, ii. 5. 9, xiii. 1. 
8)—do not fall under the same mode of conception, as they represent the 
relation in question as something made a booty of, and not as the act of 
making booty. We have still to notice (1) that this oby aprayyov nyjoaro 
corresponds exactly to pi ra éavrdv cxorobvrec (ver. 4), as well as to its con- 
trast éavrdv éxévece in ver. 7 (see on ver. 7); and (2) that the aorist jyjcaro, 
indicating a definite point of time, undoubtedly, according to the connec- 
tion (see the contrast, 447’ éavriv éxévuoe x.7.2.), transports the reader tc that 
moment, when the pre-existing Christ was on the point of coming into the world 
with the being equal to God. Had He then thought: “ When I shall have’ 
come into the world, I will seize to myself, by means of my equality with 
God, power and dominion, riches, pleasure, worldly glory,” then He would 
have acted the part of dprayyov pyeicba 76 eivat ica OFM; to Which, however, 
He did not consent, but consented, on the contrary, to self-renunciation, 
etc. It is accordingly self-evident that the supposed case of the dprayyéd¢ 


its substratum and lies at its basis, so that the 
two designations exhaust the idea of divinity. 
Comp. also Liebner, p. 328. 
1Callim. Cer. 9; Pallad. ep. 87; Philop. 79. 
20On nyetobat, in this sense of the mode of 
regarding, which places the object under the 


point of view of a qualitative category, comp. 
Kriiger on Thue. ii. 44. 3. 

3Lot did not let the refusal of the angels 
be a making of profit to himself. 

4 Where, according to the connection, the 
sense is: Nota seizing to oneself is the posi- 
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is not conceived as an action of the pre-existing Christ (as Richard Schmidt 
objects), but is put as connecting itself with His appearance on earth. 
The reflection, of which the pre-existent Christ is, according to our passage, 
represented as capable, even in presence of the will of God (see below, 
yevou. bxHxooc), although the apostle has only conceived it as an abstract 
possibility and expressed it in an anthropopathic mode of presentation, is 
decisive in favor of the personal pre-existence; but in this pre-existence 
the Son appears as subordinate to the Father, as He does throughout the 
entire New Testament, although this is not (as Beyschlag objects) at 
variance with the Trinitarian equality of essence in the Biblical sense. By 
the dprayyov jyeioba: «.7.2., if it had taken place, He would have wished to 
relieve Himself from this subordination.—The linguistic correctness and 
exact apposite correlation of the whole of this explanation, which harmo- 
nizes with 2 Cor. viii. 9,' completely exclude the interpretation, which is 
traditional but in a linguistic point of view is quite incapable of proof, that 
dprayuéc, either in itself or by metonymy (in which van Hengel again 
appeals quite inappropriately to the analogy of Jas. i. 2,2 Pet. iii. 15), 
means praeda or res rapienda. With this interpretation of déprayudc, the 
idea of eiva: ioa Oc has either been rightly taken as practically identical 
with év popgq Ocov brdpyew, or not. (A) In the former case, the point of 
comparison of the figurative praeda has been yery differently defined; 
either, that Christ regarded the existence equal with God, not as a some- 
thing usurped and illegitimate, but as something natural to Him, and that, 
therefore, He did not fear to lose it through His humiliation (Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Augustine, and other Fathers ; See Wetstein 
and J. B. Lightfoot); comp. Beza, Calvin, Estius, and others, who, how- 
ever, give to the conception a different turn;? or, that He did not desire 


tion of honor, as among the heathen, but a 
renouncing and serving after the example of 
Christ. 

1Ritbiger and Wetzel, and also Pfleiderer, 
l.¢., have lately adopted this view; likewise 
Kolbe in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1873, p. 311 f. 
Hofmann also now explains the passage in a 
way not substantially different. But Grimm, 
1. c. p. 38, very unjustly describes the reten- 
tion of aprayuds in the sense which it has in 
Plutarch, as petty grammatical pedantry. 
The ideas, spoil, booty, oceur in countless 


pedantic, but is simply linguistically demanded. 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 426, ed. 2, erroneously 
objects to our view of aprayués, that, in that 
case, it would be impossible to conceive of 
any object, and that thus an utterly empty 
antithesis to the giving up of Christ’s own 
possession is the result. As if there were 
not given in the very notion of aprayyés its 
object, viz. that which does not belong to the 
subject of the action, and this, indeed, in its 
unrestricted and full compass, just because 
nothing special is added as an object. 


instances in all Greek authors, and in the 
LXX., and are very variously expressed 
(aprayy, dprayna, apracua, Anis, oxvAevma, 
aidov, Acta), but never by dprayyuds, or any 
other form of word ending with wos. It is 
true that various substantives ending in pos 
may denote the result of the action; not, 
however, as we may be pleased to assume, 
but solely in accordance with evidence of 
empirical usage, and this is just what is want- 
ing for this sense in the case of aprayyos. 
Its rejection, therefore, in our passage, is not 


2Beza: “Non ignoravit, se in ea re (i.e. 
quod Deo Patri coaequalis esset) nullam in- 
juriam ecuiquam facere, sed sno jure uti; 
nihilominus tamen quasi jure suo cessit.” So 
also Calvin, substantially, only that he erro- 
neously interprets #yjcaro as arbitratus esset, 
“Non fuisset injuria, si aequalis Deo appar- 
uisset.” Estius: “that He had not recog- 
nized the equality with God as an usurped 
possession, and therefore possibly desired to 


lay it aside, but had renounced Himself,’ 
ete. 
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pertinaciously to retain for Himself this equality with God, as a robber his 
booty, or as an unexpected gain;' or, that He did not conceal it, as a 
prey; or, that He did not desire to display it triumphantly, as a con- 
queror his spoils*; whilst others (Wetstein the most strangely, but also 
Usteri and several) mix wp very various points of comparison. The very 
circumstance, however, that there exists so much divergence in these 
attempts at explanation, shows how arbitrarily men have endeavored to 
supply a modal definition for apr. 7y#o., Which is not at all suggested by the 
text—(B) In the second case, in which a distinction is made between 1d 
elvat ica OcG and év pope] cov ixépyerr, it is explained: non rapinam duzit, 
i.e. non rapiendum sibi duxit, or directly, non rapuit ;* that Christ, namely, 
though being é» yop¢q Ocod, did not desire to seize to Himself the elvar ica 
Ge, to grasp eagerly the possession of its In this view expositors have 
understood the ica eiva: Oe as the divine plenitudinem et altitudinem (Ben- 
gel) ; the sessionem ad dextram (L. Bos); the divine honor (Cocceius, Stein, 
de Wette, Grau); the vitam vitae Dei aequalem (van Hengel) ; the existendi 
modum cum Deo aequalem (Liinemann); the coli et beate vivere ut Deus 
(Krause); the dominion on earth as a visible God (Ewald); the divine 
autonomy (Ernesti); the heavenly dignity and glory entered. on after the 
ascension (Raebiger, comp. Thomasius, Philippi, Beyschlag, Weiss), cor- 
responding to the dvoya 7d imép ray dvoua in ver. 9 (Rich. Schmidt); the 
nova jura divina, consisting in the xvpiérye xévrwv (Briickner); the divine 
ofa of universal adoration (Schneckenburger, Lechler, comp. Messner); 
the original blessedness of the Father (Kahnis); indeed, even the identity 


1 Ambrosiaster, Castalio, Vatablus, Kesler, Rosenmiuller, Heinrichs, Flatt, Rheinwald. 


and others; and recently, Hoelemann, Tho- 
luck, Reuss, Liebner, Schmid, Wiesinger, 
Gess, Messner, Grimm; comp. also Usteri, p. 
314. In this class we must reckon the inter- 
pretation of Theodoret (comp. Origen, ad 
Rom. y. 2, X.7, Eusebius, and others); that 
Christ, being God by nature, did not hold His 
equality with God as something specially 
great, as those do who attain to honors map’ 
agiay; but that He, riv agiav xataxpiwas, 
chose humiliation. To this comes also the 
view of Theodore of Mopsuestia: poppy yap 
SovAov AaBwv Thy aéiav éxeivyny améxpuwev, TOVTO 
TOS OpHaty eivat voutdmevos, OmEep ehaiveTo.— 
Tholuck compares the German expression: 
als ein gefundenes Essen (einen guten Fund) 
ansehen. According to him, the idea of the 
whole passage is, “ Tantum aberat, ut Christus, 
quatenus Adyos est, in gloria atque beatitate 
sua acquiescere sibique soli placere vellet, ut 
amore erga mortales ductus servi formam 
induere ac vel infimam sortem subire sine 
ulla haesitatione sustineret. 

2 Matthies. 

8 Luther, Erasmus, Cameron, Vatablus, Pis- 
eator, Grotius, Calovius, Quenstedt, Wolf, and 
many others, including Michaelis, Zachariae, 


To this belongs also Pelagius, “Quod erat, 
humilitate celavit, dans nobis exemplum, ne 
in his gloriemur, quae forsitan non habemus.” 

4Musculus, Er. Schmidt, Elsner, Clericus, 
Bengel, and many others, including am Ende, 
Martini, Krause, Opusc. p. 31, Schrader, Stein, 
Rilliet, van Hengel, Baumgarten-Crusius, de 
Wette, Ernesti, Raebiger, Schneckenburger, 
Ewald, Weiss, Schenkel, Philippi, Thomasius, 
Beyschlag, Kahnis, Rich. Schmidt, and 
others. 

5So also Ltiinemann, who, in the sense of 
the divine pre-existence of Christ, para- 
phrases thus: “ Christus, etsi ab aeterno inde 
dignitate creatoris et domini rerum omnium 
frueretur, ideoque divina indutus magnifi- 
centia corum patre consideret, nihilo tamen 
minus haud arripiendum sibi esse autumabat 
existendi modum cum Deo aequalem, sed 
ultro se exinanivit.” Ina sense opposed to 
the divine pre-existence, however, Beyschlag 
says, Christol. p. 236 f.: “Christ possessed the 
popdy Gcov (that is, ‘the inner form of God’); 
He might have but stretched out His hand 
towards the ica @ee elvat; He disdained, 
however, to seize it for Himself, and chose 
quite the opposite; therefore it was given 
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with the Father consisting in invisibility (Rilliet), and the like, which is to 
sustain to the jop¢i Oecd the relation of a plus, or something separable, or 
only to be obtained at some future time by humiliation and suffering * (ver. 
9). So, also, Sabatier, ? apdtre Paul, 1870, p. 223 f£? In order to meet the 
obx dor. fy. (comparing Matt. iv. 8 ff), de Wette (comp. Hofmann, Schrift- 
bew. p. 151) makes the thought be supplied, that it was not in the aim of 
the work of redemption befitting that Christ should at the very outset 
receive divine honor, and that, if He had taken it to Himself, it would have 
been a seizure, an usurpation. But as év popdy Ocov iz. already involves 
the divine essence,’ and as ica eivac Oe has no distinctive more special 
definition in any manner climactic (comp. Pfleiderer), Chrysostom has 
estimated this whole mode of explanation very justly: «i jv Oedc, wdc elyev 
dprdcat; Kai wO¢ ovK arepivdntov TovTO; Ti¢ yap av eizoL, OTL 6 deiva dvOpwrog dv 
oby fprace Td elvat GvOpwrroc; TOC yap av Tic OW EpéoTtiv,adpradcecev. Moreover, 
in harmony with the thought and the state of the case, Paul must have 
expressed himself conversely: 4¢ ica Oe@ imdpywv oby dpr. iy. Td elvac év 
0p¢% Geov, so as to add to the idea of the equality of nature (ica), by way 
of climax, that of the same form of appearance (uopé7), of the divine défa 
also.—With respect to 7d elvat ica Oe, it is to be observed, (1) that ica is 
adverbial: in like manner, as we find it, although less frequently, in Attic 
writers. This adverbial use has arisen from the frequent employment, 
even so early as Homer, of ica as the case of the object or predicate.® 
But as eiva, as the abstract substantive verb, does not suit the adverbial 
ica, pari ratione, therefore (2) rd elvac must be taken in the sense of evistere ; 
so that rd elvac ica OeH does not mean the being equal to God (which would 
be rd elvac ioov Op), but the God-equal existence, existence in the way of 
parity with God.’ Paul might have written icov (as mascul.) @e6 (John 
vy. 18), or iod#eov; but, as it stands, he has more distinctly expressed the 
metaphysical relation, the divine mode of existence, of the pre-human Christ. 
(3) The article points back to év yop¢} Oecd ixapxov, denoting the God-equal 


Him as the reward of His obedience, ete.” 
Hilgenfeld, in his Zeitschrift, 1871, p. 197 f., 
says: the Pauline Christ is indeed the heav- 
enly man, but no divine being; the equality 
with God was attained by Him only through 
the renunciation, ete. 

1The lead in this mode of considering 
the passage was taken by Arius, whose 
party, on the ground of the proposition éxetvo 
aprager Tis, 6 ovK Exet, declared: bre @eds dv 
€AGTTwWY OVX HpTage Td clvar ica TH OCH TH 
meyadAw x. meiCovr. See Chrysostom, 

2 He thinks that the divine popdy of Christ 
stands to the tea elvac Oe in the relation of 
potentia to actus. “Christ était des lorigine 
en puissance ce qu’ Ala fin il devint en réalité ;” 
the poppy @eod denotes the general form of 
being of Christ, but “une forme vide, qui 
doit étré remplie, e’est-A-dire spirituellement 
réalisée.” This higher position He had not 
wished to usurp, but had attained to it “ réel- 


lement par le libre développement de sa yie 
morale.” 

$Not merely the similarity, from which is 
there distinguished the equality by etvat ica 
(in opposition to Martini and others). 

*Thue. iii. 14; Eur. Or. 880 al.; comp. 
dnote, Lennep. ad Phalar. 108, and often in 
the later Greek, and in the LXX. Job v. 14, x. 
10, xi, 12, xiii. 12; Wisd. vii. 3, according to 
the usual reading. 

5 Il. v. 71, xv. 439; Od. xi. 304, xv. 519 al. 

®See Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 847; Kriger, 
IL. 2 xlvi. 6. 8. : 

{' The German is: nicht das Gotte gleich 
sein, sondern das gottgleiche Sein, das Sein auf 
gottgleiche Weise, die gottgleiche Existenz.] 

® Which, therefore, was not essentially dif- 
ferent from that of the Father. The ica elvar 
Ge@ is the Pauline @cds Fv 6 Adyos. Hofmann 
erroneously, although approved by Thoma- 
sius, makes the objection (Schriftbew. p. 150) 


ie toed Mad 
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existence manifesting itself in that nopof ; for the popd? Oecd is the appearance, 
the adequate subsisting form, of the God-equal existence, (4) Ernesti (in 
controversy with Baur), who is followed by Kahler, Kahnis, Beyschlag, 
and Hilgenfeld, entertains the groundless opinion that our passage 
alludes to Gen. ii. f., the ica eivac Oe@ pointing in particular to Gen. iii. 5. 
In the text there is no trace’ of any comparison of Christ with the first 
human beings, not even an echo of like expression; how different 
from the equality with God in our passage is the écecfe dc Oeoi in Gen.\ 
iii. 5! Certainly, any such comparison lay very remote from the 
sublime idea of the divine glory of the pre-existent Christ, which was 
something quite different from the image of God in the first human 
beings.” : 
Ver. 7. ’AA2’ éavrdv éxévace] The emphatically prefixed éavrdév is correla- 
tive to the likewise emphatic apzayyév in ver. 6. Instead of the dprdfew, 
by which he would have entered upon a foreign domain, He has, on the 
contrary, emptied Himself, and that, as the context places beyond doubt, 
of the divine popo#, which He possessed but now exchanged for a popdq 
dotAov; He renounced the divine glorious form which, prior to His incar- 
nation, was the form of appearance of His God-equal existence, took 
instead of it the form of a servant, and became as a man. Those who 
have already taken ver. 6 as referring to the incarnate Christ (see on dc, 
ver. 6) are at once placed in a difficulty by éxévoce, and explain away its 
simple and distinct literal meaning.* De Wette, in accordance with his 
distinction between yopd7 Geot and elvac ica OH (comp. Schneckenburger, 
p. 336), referring it only to the latter (so also Corn. Muller, Philippi, Bey- 
schlag, and others), would have this eiva ica Ge meant merely in so far as 
it would have stood in Jesus’ power, not in so far as He actually possessed it, 
so that the éavr. éxév. amounts only to a renunciation of the iva toa Oe, 
which He might have appropriated to Himself; while others, like Grotius, 
alter the signification of xevowtv itself, some making it mean: He led a life 
‘of poverty (Grotius, Baumgarten-Crusius), and others: depressit (van Hen- 
gel, Corn. Miiller, following Tittmann, Opusc. p. 642 f, Keil, comp. 


that an existence equal to divine existence 
can only be predicated of Him, who is not 
God. It may be predicated also of Him who 
is not the very same person, but of equal 
divine nature. Thus it might also be asserted 
of the Holy Spirit. The appeal by Hofmann 
to Thue. iii. 14 is here without any bearing 
whatever. 

1 Ritschl indeed also, Altkath. Kirche, p. 80, 
requires, for the understanding of our pass- 
age, a recognition that Christ, as év poppy 
@cod irdpxwv, is put in comparison with the 
earthly Adam. But why should Paul, if this 
comparison was before his mind, not have 
written, in accordance with Gen. i. 26, cat” 
cixdva ©., or Kad’ dpoiwow @., instead of év 
popdy ©.? This would have been most natural 
for himself, and would also have been a hint 


to guide the readers.—The passages quoted 
by Hilgenfeld from the Clementine Homilies 
affirm the poppy Gcod of the body of man, and 
are therefore irrelevant. 

2 Comp. also Rich. Schmidt, p. 172; Grimm, 
p. 42 f. 

3 As, for instance, Calvin: “supprimendo... 
deposuit;” Calovius (comp. Form. Cone. pp. 
608, 767): “veluti (?) deposuit, quatenus eam 
(gloriam div.) non perpetuo manifestavit atque 
exseruit ;” Clericus: “non magis ea usus est, 
quam si ea destitutus fuisset:” comp. Quen- 
stedt, Bos, Wolf, Bengel, Rheinwald, and 
many others. Beyschlag also finds expressed 
here merely the idea of the self-denial exer- 
cised on principle by Christ in His earthly 
life, consequently substituting the N. T. idea 
of amapvetaOar cavTov. | 
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Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others). Augustine: “Non amittens quod 
erat, sed accipiens quod non erat; forma servi accessit, non forma Dei 
discessit.” But éxévwoe means nothing but exinanivit (Vulgate),’ and is 
here purposely selected, because it corresponds with the idea of the dprayyudc 
(ver. 6) all the more, that the latter also falls under the conception of 
kevoov (as emptying of that which is affected by the dprayuée; comp. LXX. 
Jer. xv. 9; Plat. Rep. p. 560 D; Ecclus. xiii. 5,7). The specific reference 
of the meaning to making poor (Grotius) must have been suggested by the 
context (comp. 2 Cor. viii. 9; Ecclus. l.c.), as if some such expression as 
év rhobrw Ocov bxapx. had been previously used. Figuratively, the renun- 
ciation of the divine xop¢4 might have been described as a putting i off 
(éxdbeoba).—The more precise, positive definition of the mode in which He 
emptied Himself, is supplied by pop¢yv dotAov AaB», and the latter 
then receives through év éy. avOp. yevduevoc kai cxf. ebp. d¢ avOp. its specifica- 
tion of mode, correlative to elva ica Oc@. This specification is not co-or- 
dinate (de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Weiss, Schenkel), but subordinate 
to opdyy dobd. AaBdv, hence no connecting particle is placed before év éy., 
and no punctuation is to be placed before xai cxfuare, but a new topic is to 
be entered upon with érazeivwcev in ver.8 (comp. Luther). The division, by 
which a stop is placed before kai cyjuare . . . dvOpwroc, and these words are 
joined to érareivecev «7.22 is at variance with the purposely-chosen 
expressions oyfuwate and ebpebeic, both of which correspond to the idea of 
popey, and thereby show that x. cy. ebp. d¢ avOp. is still a portion of the 
modal definition of popgyv dotAov AaBov. Nor is the cyju. ebp. d¢ avOp. some- 
thing following the xévwoe (Grimm), but the empirical appearance, which 
was an integral part of the manner in which the act of self-emptying was 
completed. Besides, éraveivwcev éavrév has its own more precise definition 
following ; hence by the proposed connection the symmetry of structure 
in the two statements, governed respectively by éaurdv éxévwoe and érareiv- 
waev éavtdv, would be unnecessarily disturbed. This applies also in oppo- 
sition to Hofmann, who (comp. Grotius) even connects é éuouate avOp. 
yevou. With érareivacer éavrdv, whereby no less than three participial defini- 
tions are heaped upon the latter. And when Hofmann discovers in éy 
duouare «7.4, 2 second half of the relative sentence attached to Xpioré 
"Ijoov, it is at variance with the fact, that Paul does not by the interven- 
tion of a particle (or by é¢ «ai, or even by the bare dc) supply any warrant 
for such a division, which is made, therefore, abruptly and arbitrarily, 
simply to support the scheme of thought which Hofmann groundlessly 
assumes : (1) that Jesus, when He was in the divine op¢f, emptied Himself; 


1See Rom. iv. 14; 1 Cor, i. 17, ix. 15; 2 Cor. reduce the idea of the cévwors merely to that 
ix. 3; and the passages in the LXX. cited by — of the renunciation of the appearance of ma- 
Schleusner; Plat. Conv. p, 197 C, Rep. p. 560 D, jesty, which would have been befitting the 
Phil. p. 35 E; Soph. O. R. 29; Eur. Rhes. 914; ~~ divine form and parity, this inner greatness 
Thue. viii. 57.1; Xen. Oec.8.7. Comp.Hasse and dignity of Jesus Christ. 
in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1858, p. 394 f. 2Castalio, Beza, Bengel, and others; in- 
(in opposition to Dorner’s reference of the cluding Hoelemann, Rilliet, van Hengel, 
idea to that of é£ov@evetv). Dorner, in the Lachmann, Wiesinger, Ewald, Rich. Schmidt, 
same Jahrb. 1856, p. 395, is likewise driven to _J. B, Lightfoot, Grimm. 
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and (2) when He had become man, humbled Himself.'—op¢pv dob2ov raBdv] $4, 
so that He took slave-form, now making this lowly form of existence and 
condition His own, instead of the divine form, which He had hitherto pos- 
sessed. How this was done, is stated in the sequel. The aorist participle 
denotes, not what was previous to the éaur. éxév., but what was contempora- 
neous with it. See on Eph.i. 9. So also do the two following participles, 
which are, however, subordinated to the jopgyv dodAov AaBdv, as definitions 
of manner. That Paul, in the word dovjov, thought not of the relation of 
one serving in general (with reference to God and men, Matthies, Rhein- 
wald, Rilliet, de Wette, comp. Calvin and others), or that of a servant of 
others, as in Matt. xx. 28 (Schneekenburger, Beyschlag, Christol. p. 236, 
following Luther and others), or, indefinitely, that of one subject to the 
will of another (Hofmann), but of a slave of God (comp. Acts iii. 18; Isa. 
lii.), as is self-evident from the relation to God described in ver. 6, is plain, 
partly from the fact that subsequently the assumption of the slave-form is 
more precisely defined by év éuoéu. avép. yevdu. (which, regarded in itself, 
puts Jesus only on the same line with men, but in the relation of service 
towards God), and partly from izjxooc in ver. 8. To generalize the definite 
expression, and one which corresponds so well to the connection, into 
“miseram sortem, qualis esse servorum solet”’ (Heinrichs, comp. Hoelemann; 
and already, Beza, Piscator, Calovius, Wolf, Wetstein, and others), is pure 
caprice, which Erasmus, following Ambrosiaster (comp. Beyschlag, 1860, 
p. 471), carries further by the arbitrary paraphrase: “servi nocentis, cam 
ipsa esset innocentia,” comp. Rom. vill. 3.—év duoidy. avbp. yevou. «.7.2.] the 
manner of this opd. dobdov ZaBeiv: so that He came in the likeness of man, 
that is, so that He entered into a form of existence, which was not different 
from that which men have. In opposition to Hofmann, who connects év 
éuowipare K.7.2. With éraxeivwcev x.7.2. see above.” This entrance into an 
existence like that of men Was certainly brought about by human birth ; 
still it would not be appropriate to explain yevou. by natus (Gal. iv. 4; Ril- 
liet);? or as an expression for the “beginning of existence” (Hofmann), 
since this fact, in connection with which the miraculous conception is, not- 
withstanding Rom. i. 3, also thought to be included, was really human, as 
it is also described in Gal. iv. 4. Paul justly says: év éuocdparte avop., 
because, in fact, Christ, although certainly perfect man (Rom. v. 15; 1 
Cor. xv. 21; 1 Tim. ii. 5), was, by reason of the divine nature (the toa eivac 
Ge) present in Him, not simply and mercly man, not a purus putus homo, 
but the incarnate Son of God (comp. Rom. i. 3; Gal. iv. 4; and the Johan- 
“nine 6 Adyo¢ capt éyévero), b¢ épavepbOy év capxi (1 Tim. iii. 16), so that the 
power of the higher divine nature was united in Him with the human 
appearance, which was not the case in other men. The nature of Him 
who had become man was, so far, not fully identical with, but substantially 


1Comp. in opposition to this, Grimm, p.46, | Mace. i. 27; 2 Mace. vii. 9; Beclus. xliy. 20; 
and Kolbe in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1873, p. 314. and frequently in Greeix authors after Homer 

2On yiveoOa év, in the sense, to come intoa (Xen. Anab. i. 9.1; Herodian, iii. 7. 19, ii. 13. 
position, into a state, comp. 2 Cor. iii. 7; 1 21); see Nagelsbach, zur Ilias. p. 295 f. ed. 3, 
Tim. ii. 14; Luke xxii. 44; Acts xxii. 17; 1 3Comp. Gess, p. 295; Lechler, p. 66. 
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conform (év 6016.) to, that which belongs to man.' Comp. on Rom. viii. 
8, i. 3 f, and respecting the idea of éuo/aua, which does not convey merely 
the conception of analogy, see on Rom. i. 28, v. 14, vi. 5, vili. 3. The 
expression is based, not upon the conception of a quasi-man, but upon the 
fact that in the man Jesus Christ (Rom. v. 15) there was the superhuman 
life-basis of divine icéryc, the elva ica Oe@ not indwelling in other men. 
Justice, however, is not done to the intentionally used duocépare (comp. 
afterwards oyfuarv), if, with de Wette, we find merely the sense that He 
(not appearing as divine Ruler) was found in a human condition,—a con- 
sequence of the fact that even ver. 6 was referred to the time after the 
incarnation. This drove also the ancient dogmatic expositors to adopt 
the gloss, which is here out of: place, that Christ assumed the aceidentales * 
infirmitates corporis (yet without sin), not ex naturae necessitate, but ex oikov- 
oniac libertate (Calovius).? By others, the characteristic of debile et abjectum 
(Hoelemann, following older expositors) is obtruded upon the word 
av6pérwv, which is here to be taken in a purely generic sense; while Grotius 
understood avp. as referring to the first human beings, and believed that 
the sinlessness of Jesus was meant. It is not at all specially this (in oppo- 
sition also to Castalio, Ltinemann, Schenkel, and others), but the whole 
divine nature of Jesus, the zope? of which He laid aside at His incarnation, 
which constitutes the point of difference that lies at the bottom of the 
expression év duotdpuate (did Td uy YWAdv dvOpwrov elvat, Theophylact, comp. 
Chrysostom), and gives to it the definite reference of its meaning. The 
explanation of the expression by the unique position of Christ as the 
second Adam (Weiss) is alien from the context, which presents to us the 
relation, not of the second man to the first man, but of the God-man to 
ordinary humanity.—«ai oyu. ebp. ¢ avOpwr.] to be closely connected with 
the preceding participial affirmation, the thought of which is emphatically 
exhausted: “and in fashion was found as a man,” go that the divine nature 
(the Logos-nature) was not perceived in Him. cyjua, habitus, which 
receives its more precise reference from the context,’ denotes here the 
entire outwardly perceptible mode and form, the whole shape of the phe- 
nomenon apparent to the senses, 1 Cor. vii. 31.4. Men saw in Christ a 


1 Our passage contains no trace of Docetism, 
even if Paul had, instead of av@pdrwv, used 
the singular, which he might just as well 
have written here as s dav@pwros in the 
sequel, in place of which he might also have 


particularly when we consider the thoroughly 
ethical occasion and basis of the passage as an 
exhibition of the loftiest example of humility 
(comp. Rich. Schmidt, p. 178). Nevertheless, 
Beyschlag has repeated that objection. 


used ws dv@pwrot. This applies in opposition 
to Lange, apost. Zeitalt. I. p. 131, and Lechler, 
p. 66. Even Philippi, Glaubensl, IV. 1, p. 472, 
is of opinion that the above-named interpre- 
tation amounts to Docetism. But Christ was 
in fact, although perfect man, nevertheless 
something so much more exalted, that the 
phrase év dpordp. avOp. must have vindicated 
itself to the believing consciousness of the 
readers without any misconception, and 
especially without that of Docetism, which 
Baur introduces into it (neutest. Theol. p. 269), 


2 To this also amounts the not so precisely 
and methodically expressed explanation of 
Philippi: Since Christ remained in the divine 
form, His assumption of the slave-form con- 
sisted “in the withdrawal of the rays of the 
divine glory which continued to dwell in His 
Slesh, and which He only veiled and subdued with 
the curtain of the flesh.” Thus also does Calvin 
depict it: the carnis humilitas was instar 
veli, quo divina majestas tegebatur, 

®Pflugk, ad Eur. Hee. 619. 

4Comp. 1d Tis Ocod oxjpa Kx. GyaAua. Plat. 


’ 
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human form, bearing, language, action, mode of life, wants and their satis- 
faction, etc., in general the state and relations of a human being, so that in 
the entire mode of His appearance He made Himself known and was 
recognized (sipe.) as aman. In His external character, after He had laid 
aside the divine form which He had previously had,! there was observed 
no difference between His appearance and that of a man, although the 
subject of His appearance was at the same time essentially divine. The dc 
_ With av@p. does not simply indicate what He was recognized to be (Weiss); 
this would have been expressed by dvép. alone; but He was found as a 
man, not invested with other qualities. The Vulgate well renders it, “inventus 
ut homo.” This included, in particular, that He presented and manifested 
in Himself the human cdpz, human weakness and susceptibility of death 
(2 Cor. xiii. 4; Rom. vi. 9; Acts xxvi. 23). 
Ver. 8. ‘Erareivucer] is placed with great emphasis at the head of a new 
sentence (see on ver. 7), and without any connecting particle: He has 
humbled Himself. ‘Eavrév is not prefixed as in ver. 7; for in ver. 7 the 
stress, according to the object in view, was laid on the reflexive reference of 
the action, but here on the reflexiye action itself. The relation to éxévece 
is climactic, not, however, as if Paul did not regard the self-renunciation 
(ver. 7) as being also self-hwmiliation, but in so far as the former manifested 
in the most extreme way the character of razeivwotc in the shameful death 
of Jesus. It is a climactic parallelism (comp. on. iv. 9) in which the two 
predicates, although the former in the nature of the case already includes 
the latter (in opposition to Hofmann), are kept apart as respects the 
essential points of their appearance in historical development. Bengel 
well remarks: “Status exinanitionis gradatim profundior.” Hoelemann, 
mistaking this, says: “He humbled Himself even below His dignity as 
man.’—yevbu. ixhxooc] The aorist participle is quite, like the participles 
in ver. 7, simultaneous with the governing verb : so that He became obedient. 
This ixfxooc is, however, not to be defined by “capientibus se, damnantibus 
et interficientibus” (Grotius); nor is it to be referred to the law, Gal. iv. 4 
(Olshausen), but to God (Rom. v. 19; Heb. v. 8 f.), whose will and counsel 
(comp. e.g. Matt. xxvi. 42) formed the ground determining the obedience. 
Comp. ver. 9: 6: kai 6 Orde x.t.2. The expression itself glances back to 
pops. dotaov; “obedientia servum decet,” Bengel.—péxpx favarov| belongs 
to irh«. yevdu., not to érar. éavr. (Bengel, Hoelemann)—which latter con- 
nection is arbitrarily assumed, dismembers the discourse, and would leave 
a too vague and feeble definition for éraz. éav7. in the mere if. yevdu. 
By péxp death is pointed out as the culminating point, as the highest degree, 
up to which He obeyed, not merely as the temporal goal (van Hengel). 
Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 9; Heb. xii. 4; Acts xxii.4; Matt.xxvi.38. This extreme 


Crit. p. 110 B; t¥pavvoy oxjua, Soph. Ant. 1154; 1Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 644 f.: opecbe 
Eur. Med. 1039; Plat. Polit. p. 267 C: oxfjme  @edy ev oxjpatr avOpmmov. Comp. p. 744: tev 
Bactdrxdy, p. 290 D: trav icpéwy oxjua; Dem.  Bacidréa Tav ovpavayv, Tov éml yas pavévta év 
690. 212 brnpérov cxqua; Lucian, Cyn. 17: 70 poph7 avOparov rarevvcews. How these pas- 
éudv cxqua 70 8 duérepov; also,in the plural, sages agree with the Nazaraic character of 
Xen. Mem. iii. 10.7; Lucian, D. M. xx. 5. the book, is not a point for discussion here, 
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height reached by His obedience was, however, just the extreme depth of 
the humiliation, and thereby at the same time its end; comp. Acts viii. 
38; Isa. liii. 8. Hofmann groundlessly takes ir#x. yiveobac in the sense of 
showing obedience (comp. on Gal. iv. 12). The obedience of Christ was 
an ethical becoming (Heb. v. 8).—favérov dé oravp.] tovréote tov émixataparou 
(comp. Gal. iii. 18; Heb. xii. 2), tov rote avduore agwpiopévor, Theophylact. 
The dé, with the repetition of the same word (comp. Rom. iii. 22, ix. 30), 
presents, just like the German aber, the more precisely defined idea in 
contradistinction to the idea which is previously left without this special 
definition: unto death, but what kind of death? unto the most shameful 
and most painful, unto the death of the cross." 


RemMARK 1,—<According to our explanation, vv. 6-8 may be thus paraphrased : 
Jesus Christ, when He found Himself in the heavenly mode of existence of divine glory, 
did not permit Himself the thought of using His equality with God for the purpose of 
seizing possessions and honor for Himself on earth: No, He emptied himself of the 
divine glory, inasmuch as, notwithstanding His God-equal nature, He took upon Him 
the mode of existence of a slave of God, so that He entered into the likeness of men, and 
in His outward bearing and appearance manifested Himself not otherwise than as a 
man. He humbled Himself, so that He became obedient unto God, ete. According to 
the explanation of our dogmatic writers, who refer vv. 6-8 to the earthly life of 
Christ, the sense comes to this: “Christum jam inde a primo conceptionis momento 
divinam gloriam et majestatem sibi secundum humanam naturam communicatam plena 
usurpatione exserere et tanquam Deum se gerere potuisse, sed abdicasse se plenario eus 
usu et humilem se exhibuisse, patrique suo coelesti obedientem factum esse usque ad 
mortem crucis”- (Quenstedt). The most thorough exposition of the passage and 
demonstration in this sense, though mixed with much polemical matter against 
the Reformed and the Socinians, are given by Calovius, The point of the orthodox 
view, in the interest of the full Deity of. the God-man, lies in the fact that Paul 
is discoursing, not de humiliatione INCARNATIONIS, but de humiliatione INCARNATI. 
Among the Reformed theologians, Calvin and Piscator substantially agreed with 
our [Lutheran] orthodox expositors. 

REMARK 2.—On a difference in the dogmatic understanding of vy. 6-8, when 
men sought to explain more precisely the doctrine of the Church (Form. Cone. 8), 
was based the well-known controversy carried on since 1616 between the theolo- 
gians of Tiibingen and those of Giessen. ~The latter (Feuerborn and Menzer) 
assigned to Jesus Christ in His state of humiliation the «rove of the divine attri- 
butes, but denied to Him their ypjovc, thus making the xéveove a renunciation of 
the xpyjorc. The Tiibingen school, on the other hand (Thummius, Luc. Osiander, 
and Nicolai), not separating the «rjow and ypiove, arrived at the conclusion of a 
hidden and imperceptible use of the divine attributes, and consequently made the 
Kévwowc a Kpiluc tie xphoewe. See the account of all the points of controversy in 
Dorner, II. 2, p. 661 ff, and especially Thomasius, Christi Pers. u. Werk, II. p. 
429 ff. The Saxon Decisio, 1624, taking part with the Giessen divines, rejected 
the xpbyc, without thoroughly refuting it, and even without avoiding unnecessary 
concessions to it according to the Formula Concordiae (pp. 608, 767), so that the 


1See Klotz, ad Devar. p.361,and Baeumlein, _Partikell, I. p. 168 f.; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 
Partik. p. 97; and the examples in Hartung, 388. 
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disputed questions remained open and the controversy itself only came to a close 
through final weariness. Among the dogmatic writers of the present day, 
Philippi is decidedly on the side of the Giessen school. See his Glaubensl. IV. ay 
p. 279 ff. ed. 2. It is certain that, according to our passage, the idea of the kévwoe 
is clearly and decidedly to be maintained, and the reducing of it to a xpbhyuc 
rejected. But, since Paul expressly refers the éavrdv éxévwce to the open Oeod, 
and consequently to the divine mode of appearance, while he makes the elvac ica 
Oe to subsist with the assumption of the jop¢) dov2od, just as subsequently the 
* Incarnate One appears only as é éuoréuare avdp. and as oxfpare oc avOp.; 
and since, further, in the case of the «r#ove of the divine attributes thus laid 
down, the non-use of them—because as divine they necessarily cannot remain 
dormant (John y. 17, ix. 4)—is in itself inconceivable and incompatible with the 
Gospel history; the «rjovc and the xpjoie must therefore be inseparably kept 
together. But, setting aside the conception of the xpiyuc as foreign to the N. T., 
this possession and use of the divine attributes are to be conceived as having, by 
the renunciation of the “op¢/ Oecd in virtue of the incarnation, entered upon a 
human development, consequently as conditioned, not as absolute, but as thean- 
thropic. At the same time, the self-consciousness of Jesus Christ necessarily 
remained the self-consciousness of the Son of God developing Himself humanly, 
or (according to the Johannine phrase) of the Logos that had become flesh, who 
was the “ovoyevijg xapa matpéc; see the numerous testimonies in John’s Gospel, 
as ill. 13, viii. 58, xvii. 5, v.26. “Considered from a purely exegetical point of 
view, there is no clearer and more certain result of the interpretation of Scripture 
than the proposition, that the Eyo of Jesus on earth was identical with the Ego 
which was previously in glory with the Father; any division of the Son speaking 
on earth into two Egos, one of whom was the eternally glorious Logos, the other 
the humanly humble Jesus, is rejected by clear testimonies of Scripture, how- 
ever intimate we may seek to conceive the marriage of the two during the earthly 
life of Jesus ;” Liebner in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1858, p. 362. That which 
the divine Logos laid aside in the incarnation was, according to our passage, the 
_ popdy Occ, that is, the divine dda as a form of existence, and not the eivac ica 
Oc6 essentially and necessarily constituting His nature, which He retained,’ and 
to which belonged, just as essentially and necessarily, the divine—and conse- 
,quently in Him who had become man the divine-human—self-consciousness.? 
But as this cannot find its adequate explanation either in the absolute consciousness 
of Ged, or in the archetypal character which Schleiermacher assigned to Christ, or 
in the idea of the religious genius (Al. Schweizer), or in that of the second Adam 
created free from original sin, whose personal development proceeds as a gradual 
incarnation of God and deification of man (Rothe), so we must by no means say, 
with Gess, v. d. Pers. Chr. p. 304 f. that in becoming incarnate the Logos had 
laid aside His self-consciousness, in order to get it back again only in the gradual 
course of development of a human soul, and that merely in the form of a human 
self-consciousness. See, in opposition to this, Thomasius, Christi Pers. u. Werk, 


1Comp. Disterdieck, Apolog. Abh. III. p. the Christology, may at least be regarded as 
67 ff. probable from his frequent and long inter- 


2Paul agrees in substance with the Logos course with Asia, and also from his relation 
doctrine of John, but has not adopted the _ to Apollos. His conception, however, is just 
form of Alexandrine speculation. That the as little Apollinarian as that of John; comp. 
latter was known to him inits application to on Rom.i.3f.; Col. i. 15. 


80 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PHILIPPIANS. 


IL. p. 198 f.; Schoeberlein in the Jahrb. f. D. Th. 1871, p. 471 ff, comp. the latter’s 
Geheimnisse des Glaubens, 1872, 8. The various views which have been adopted 
on the part of the more recent Lutheran Christologists,' diverging from the 
doctrine of the Formula Ooncordiae in setting forth Christ’s humiliation (Dorner: 
a gradual ethical blending into one another of the divine and human lise in immanent 
development; Thomasius: self-limitation, i.e. partial self-renunciation of the divine 
Logos; Liebner: the entrance of the Logos into a process of becoming, that is, into 
a divine-human development), do not fall to be examined here in detail; they 
belong to the province of Dogmatics. See the discussions on the subject by 
Dorner, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1856, 2, 1857, 2, 1858, 3; Brvemel, in the 
Kirehl. Zeitschr. of Kliefoth and Mejer, 1857, p. 144 ff.; Liebner, in the Jahrb. f. 
Deutsche ‘Theol. 1858, p. 349 ff; Hasse, ibid. p. 336 ff.; Schoeberlein, /.c. p. 459 ff; 
Thomasius, Chr. Pers. u. Werk, II. pp. 192 ff, 542 ff; Philippi, Dogmat. 1V. 1, 
p. 364 f[—According to Schoeberlein, the Son of God, when He became man, did 
not give up His operation in governing the world in conjunction with the Father 
and the Holy Spirit, but continued to exercise it with divine consciousness in 
heaven. ‘Thus the dilemma cannot be avoided, either of supposing a dual person- 
ality of Christ, or of assuming, with Schoeberlein, that heaven is not local. Not 
only the former, however, but the latter view also, would be opposed to the 

entire N. T. 


Ver. 9. The exaltation of Christ,—by the description of which, grand in 
its sim/plicity, His example becomes all the more encouraging and animat- 
ing.—0.6| for a recompense, on account of this self-denying renunciation 
and humilation in obedience to God (xai, also, denotes the accession of 
the corresponding consequence, Luke i. 85; Acts x. 29; Rom. i. 24, iv. 22; 
Heb, xiii. 12). Comp. Matt. xxiii. 12; Luke xxiv, 26. Nothing but a dog- 
matic, anti-heretical assumption could have recourse to the interpretation 
which is at variance with linguistic usage: quo facto (Calvin, Calovius, 
Glass, Wolf, and others). The conception of recompense (comp. Heb. ii. 9, 
xii. 2) is justified by the voluntariness of what Christ did, vy. 6-8, as well 
as by the ethical nature of the obedience with which He did it, and only 
excites offence if we misunderstand the Subordinatianism in the Christ- 
ology of the Apostle. Augustine well says: ‘“ Humilitas claritatis est 
meritum, claritas humilitatis praemium.” Thus Christ’s saying in Matt. 
xxiii. 12 was gloriously fulfilled in His own case.—irepipwce] comp. 
Song of Three Child. 28 ff; LXX. Ps. xxxvi. 87, xevi. 10; Dan. iv. 34; 


1Schenkel’s ideal transference of Christ's as the principle of a person;—while Keerl 
pre-existence simply into the self-consciousness  (d. Gottmensch. das Ebenbild Gottes, 1866), in 
of God, which in the person of Christ founda —_unperceived direct opposition to our passage 
perfect self-manifestation like to humanity, and to the entire N. T., puts the Son of God 
boldly renounces all the results of historical _ already as Son of man in absolute (not earthly) 
exegesis during a whole generation, and goes _corporeality as pre-existent into the glory of 
back to the standpoint of Léffler and others, heaven. From 1 Cor. xy. 47 the conception 
and also further, to that of the Socinians. of the pre-existence of Christ as a heavenly. 
Comp. on John xyii.5, Yet even Beyschlag’s pneumatic man and archetype of humanity 
Christology leads no further than to an ideal (Holsten, Biedermann, and others) can only 
pre-existence of Christ as archetype of hu- be obtained through misapprehension of the 
manity, and that not as a person, but merely meaning. See on1 Cor. l. c.,and Grimm, p.51 ff. 
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Synes. Ep. p. 225 A; it is not found elsewhere among Greek authors, by 
whom, however, irepbyydoc, exceedingly high, is used. He made Him very 
high, exceedingly exalted, said by way of superlative contrast to the pre- 
vious érareivecev, of the exaltation to the fellowship of the highest glory and 
dominion, Rom. viii. 17; 2 Tim. ii. 12; Eph. i. 21, al.; John xii. 32, xvii. 
5.1 This exaltation has taken place by means of the ascension (Eph. iv. 
10), by which Jesus Christ attained to the right hand of God (Mark xvi. 
19; Acts vii. 55 f.; Rom. viii. 34; Eph. i. 20 f.; Col. iii. 1; Heb. i. 8, viii. 1, 
x. 12, xii. 2; 1 Tim. iii. 16; 1 Pet. iii. 22), although it is not this local mode, 
but the exaltation viewed as a state which is, according to the context, 
expressed by ixepiy. It is quite unbiblical (John xvii. 5), and without 
lexical authority, to take ixép as intimating: more than previously (Grotius, 
Beyschlag).—éyapicaro] He granted (i. 29), said from the point of view of 
the subordination, on which also what follows (kipsoc . . . ele déEav Geot 
matpéc) is based. Even Christ receives the recompense as God’s gift of 
grace, and hence also He prays Him for it, John xvii. 5.. The glory of the 
exaltation did not stand to that possessed before the incarnation in the rela- 
tion of a plus, but it affected the entire divine-human person, that entered 
on the regnum gloriae—rd évoua] is here, as in Eph. i. 21, Heb. i. 4, to be 
taken in the strictly literal sense, not as dignitas or gloria (Heinrichs, 
Hoelemann, and many others), a sense which it might have ex qdjuncto 
(see the passages in Wetstein and Hoelemann), but against which here 
the following é 76 ovéyate "Ijoot is decisive. The honor and dignity of 
the name of Jesus are expressed by 76 irép av évoua, but are not implied 
in 7d évoua of itself. Noris itto be understood of an appellative name, as 
some have referred it to xépcoc in ver. 11 (Michaelis, Keil, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, van Hengel, Schneckenburger, Weiss, Hofmann, Grimm); others 
to vidc Ocov (Theophylact, Pelagius, Estius); and some even to Oeé6¢ (Am- 
brosiaster, Oecumenius, and again Schultz; but see on Rom. ix. 5). In 
accordance with the context—ver. 11, comp. with ver. 6—the thought is: 
“ God has, by His exaltation, granted to Him that the name ‘ Jesus Christ’ 
surpasses all names in glory.” The expression of this thought in the form: 
God has granted to Him the name,.etc., cannot seem strange, when we take 
into account the highly poetic strain of the passage. 

Ver. 10 f. Iva] This exaltation, ver. 9, was to have, in accordance with 
the divine purpose, general adoration and confession as its result,—a con- 
tinuation of the contrast with the previous state of self-renunciation and 
humiliation. In the mode of expression there may be detected a remin- 
iscence of Isa. xlv. 23 (Rom. xiv. 11)—The év r@ évéy. ’I., emphatically 
prefixed, affirms that, in the name of Jesus, i. e. in what is involved in that 
most glorious name “Jesus Christ,” and is present to the conception of 
the subjects as they bend their knees, is to be found the moving ground 
of this latter action (comp. Ps. Ixiii. 5; 1 Kings xviii. 24; 1 Chron. xvi. 10, 


1In the conception of the “exaltation” tion to the doctrine of pre-existence (in 
Paul agrees with John, but does not convey opposition to Pfleiderer, /.¢. p. 517), but a 
expressly the notion of the return to the consequence of the more dialectically acute 
Father. This is not an inconsistency in rela- | distinction of ideas in Paul, since that change 
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al.; 1 Cor. vi. 11; Eph. v. 20; Col. iii. 17; 1 Pet. iv. 14, 16; Jas.v. 14). 
The bowing of the knee represents adoration, of which it is the symbol (Isa. 
xly. 23; Rom. xiv. 11, xi. 4; Eph. iii. 14; 3 Esdr. viii. 73; 38 Mace. ii. 1; 
and in Greek writers from Homer onward), and the subject to be adored 
is, according to the context (év r@ dvéu. "I., and comp. ver. 11), none other 
than Jesus, the adoring worship of whom has its warrant in the fellowship 
of the divine government and of the divine déf@ to which He is exalted 
(comp. the habitual érxaAeicbar 7d dvoua xvpiov, Rom. x. 12 f.; 1 Cor. i. 2; 2 
Tim. ii. 22; Acts vii. 59, ix. 14, 21, xxii. 16), but has also at the same time 
its peculiar character, not absolute, but relative, i. e. conditioned by the 
relation of the exalted Son to the Father!,—a peculiarity which did not 
escape the observation of Pliny (Hp. x. 97: “ Christo quasi Deo”), and was, 
although only very casually and imperfectly, expressed by him. This 
adoration (comp. ver. 11, ei¢ défav Oeov tarpdc) does not infringe that strict 
monotheism, which could ascribe absolute deity to the Father only (John 
xvii. 8; Eph. iv. 5; 1 Cor. xii. 6, viii. 6; 1 Tim. vi. 15 f.); the Father only 
is 6 Ov éni ravtav Oedc, Rom. ix. 5 (comp. Ignat. Tars. interpol. 5), 6 Oed¢ 
absolutely, God also of Christ (see on Eph. i. 17), the Oed¢ 6 ravtoxpdtwp (2 
Cor. vi. 18; Rev. i. 8, iv. 8, al.); and the Son, although of like nature, as 
obvOpoveg and partaker of His dé£a, is subordinate to Him (1 Cor. xi. 3, xv. 
27 f.), as in turn the Spirit is to the Son (2 Cor. ili. 18); the honor which 
is to be paid to the Son (Rey. v. 8 ff.) has its principle (John v. 22 f.) and 
aim (ver. 11) in the Father, and therefore the former is to be honored as 
the Father, and God in Christ fills and moves the consciousness of him 
who prays to Christ. According to van Hengel, it is not the adoration 
of Jesus which is here intended, but that of God under application of the 
name of Jesus; and de Wette also thinks it probable that Paul only 
intended to state that every prayer should be made in the name of Jesus 
as the Mediator («épic). Comp. also Hofmann: “the praying to God, 
determined in the person praying by the consciousness of his relation to Jesus 
as regulating his action.” Instead of this we should rather say: the pray- 
ing to Jesus, determined by the consciousness of the relation of Jesus to 
God (of the Son to the Father), as regulating the action of the person 
praying. All modes of explaining away the adoration as offered to Jesus 
Himself are at variance not only with the context generally, which has to 
do with the honor of Jesus, making Him the object of the adoration, but 
also with the word éovpaviov which follows, because the mediatorship of 
Jesus, which is implied in the atonement, does not affect the angels as its 
objects (comp., on the contrary, Heb. i. 4, 6). The two sentences may 
not be separated from one another (in opposition to Hofmann); but, on 
the contrary, it must be maintained that the personal object, to whom the 
bowing of the-knee as well as the confession with the tongue applies, is 
Jesus. Linguistically erroneous is the view which makes év 76 évéu. equiva- 


of condition affected the entire Christ, the 1See Liicke, de invocat. Jes. Ch. Gott. 1843 
God-man, whereas the subject of the pre- p. 7 f.; comp. Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde, L 
-existence was the Logos. p. 218. : 


CHAP. 11. 10. 88 


lent to ei¢ 73 dv0ua, for the glorification of His dignity (Heinrichs, Flatt, and 
others), or as a paraphrase for év "Incot (Estius; Rheinwald leaves either of 
the two to be chosen); while others, by the intérpretation “ quoties auditur 
nomen, brought out a sense which is altogether without analogy in the 
N.T. See, in opposition to this, Calvin: “ quasi vox (the word Jesus) esset 
magica, quae totam in sono vim haberet inclusam.”—érovpaviwv k.7.2.] every 
knee of heavenly beings (those to be found in heaven), and those on earth, 
and those under the earth, is to bow, none is to remain unbent; that is, every 
one from these three classes shall bow his knees (plural). ézovp. includes 
the angels (Eph. i. 20 f,, iii. 10; Heb. i. 4,6; 1 Pet. i. 12, iii. 22); ézy. the 
human beings on earth (comp. Plat. Ar. p. 368 B: ériyewo¢ dvOpwroc); and 
xatax@. the dead in Hades (comp. Hom. II. ix. 457: Zed¢ xataz6dvi0c, Pluto: 
kataxévioe dainovec, the Manes, Anthol. vii. 333).*. The adoration on the part 
of the latter, which Grotius and Hofmann misinterpret, presupposes the 
descensus Ch. ad inferos,’ Eph. iv. 9, in which He presented Himself to the 
spirits in Hades as the xipeoe. Our passage, however, does not yield any 
further particulars regarding the so-called descent into hell, which 
Schweizer has far too rashly condemned as “a myth without any foundation 
in Scripture.’ Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, and 
many others, including Baumgarten-Crusius and Wiesinger, have incor- 
rectly understood by «araz@. the Daemones, which is an erroneous view, 
because Paul does not regard the Daemones as being in Hades (see, on 
the contrary, at Eph. ii. 2, vi. 12). Therei si an arbitrary rationalizing i in 
Heinrichs, who takes the words as neuters: “omnes rerum creatarwm com- 
plexus” (comp. Nosselt and J. B. Lightfoot), and already in Beza: “ quae- 
cunque et supra mundum sunt et in mundo.” We meet with the right 
view as early as Theodoret. The Catholics referred xaray6. to those who 
are in purgatory ; so Bisping still, and Dollinger, Christenth. u. Kirche, p. 
262, ed. 2—As regards the realization of the divine purpose expressed in 
iva «.7.4., respecting the ézvyeiuv, it was still in progress of development, but 
its completion (Rom. xi. 25) could not but appear to the Apostle near at 
hand, in keeping with his expectation of the near end of the aidv oiroc. 


1 Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Bretschneider, 
and others, arrived at this interpretation 
simply by understanding év 7é dvéu. as ad 
nomen (comp. Grotius : “nuncupato nomine”) ; 
but Hoelemann, with forced subtilty, by the 
analysis: “quasi circwmsonitum appellatione 
nominis.” 

2Comp. Rev. v.13; Ignat. TJrall. 9, and the 
similar classical use of i70xOdr.0s, bwd yatav 
(Eur. Hec. 149, and Pflugk in loc.). 

3To transfer, with Grotius, Hofmann, and 
Grimm, the genuflexion of the dead to the 
period after the resurrection, so that, according 
to Hofmann, the carax@drvior “sleep below and 
await their resurrection and shall then adore 
and confess,” would be entirely erroneous, 
mixing up with the direct, poetically plastic 
description of the apostle a remotely sug- 


gested reflection. He views the bowing of the 
knee, as it has been done and is continuously 
being done, and not as it will be done by an 
entire class only in the future, after the Parou- 
sia. Wiesinger, however, has also placed the 
realization of the iva mav yévu Kap y K.7.A. at 
the end of the world, when the knees, which 
hitherto had not willingly bent, would be 
forced to do so (1 Cor. xv, 25f.). On this point 
he appeals to Rom. xiv. 11, where, however, 
the whole text is dealing with the last judg- 
ment, which is not the case here. Besides, 
év 76 ovouare is far from leading us to the 
idea of an adoration partially forced; itrather 
presupposes the faith, of which the bowing 
of the knee and the confession which fol- 
lows are the free living action; comp. Rom. 
x. 9. 
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Observe, moreover, how he emphasizes the wniversality of the divine pur- 
pose (iva) with regard to the bowing the knees and confession with the 
tongue so strongly by ray yévv and raea yaoooa, that the arbitrary limitation 
which makes him mean only those who desire to give God the glory (Hof- 
mann) is out of the question. 

Ver. 11 appends the express confession combined with the adoration in 
ver. 10, in doing which the concrete form of representation is continued, 
comp. Rom. xiy. 11; Isa. xlv. 28; hence yAécca is tongue, correlative to the 
previous yévy, not language (Theodoret, Beza, and others).—éfoyoA.] a 
strengthening compound. Comp. on Matt. iii. 6. Respecting the future 
(see the critical remarks) depending on iva, see on Gal. ii. 4; Eph. vi. 3; 1 
Cor. ix. 18.—xépioc] predicate, placed first with strong emphasis: that Lord 
is Jesus Christ. This is the specific confession of the apostolic church (Rom. 
x.9; 2 Cor. iv. 5; Acts ii. 86), whose antithesis is: ava6eua "Injoovg 1 Cor. 
xii, 8. The xépiov eivac refers to the fellowship of the divine dominion 
(comp. on Eph. i. 22 f., iv. 10; 1 Cor. xv. 27 f.); hence it is not to be limited 
to the rational creatures (Hoelemann, following Flatt and others), or to the 
church (Rheinwald, Schenkel).—eic d6&. Oeov atp.] may be attached to the 
entire bipartite clause of purpose (Hofmann). Since, however, in the 
second part a modification of the expression is introduced by the future, it 
is more probably to be joined to this portion, of which the ¢elic destination, 
z.e. the final cause, is specified. It is not to be connected merely with 
kbpiog *I, X., a8 Bengel wished: “J. Ch. esse dominum, quippe qui sit in 
gloria Dei patris,” making ei¢ stand for év, for which the Vulgate, Pelagius, 
Estius, and others also took it. Schneckenburger also, p. 3841 (comp. Cal- 
vin, Rheinwald, Matthies, Hoelemann), joins it with xipcoc, but takes ei¢ 
dégav rightly: to the honor. But, in accordance with ver. 9, it was self 
evident that the xvpidry¢ of the Son tends to the honor of the Father; and 
the point of importance for the full conclusion was not this, but to bring 
into prominence that the universal confessing recognition of the xupsdrng of 
Jesus Christ glorifies the Father (whose will and work Christ’s entire work 
of salvation is; see especially Eph. i.; Rom. xy. 7-9; 2 Cor. i. 20), whereby 
alone the exaltation, which Christ has received as a recompense from the 
Father, appears in its fullest splendor. Comp. John xii. 28, xvii. 1. The 
whole contents of ver. 9 f. is parallel to the év yop¢@ Oecd, namely, as the 
recompensing re-elevation to this original estate, now. accorded to the 
divine-human person after the completion of the work of humiliation. 
Complicated and at variance with the words is the view of van Hengel, that 
éfouod. eic déFav Ocod is equivalent to éouod. Oe, to praise God (Gen. xxix. 34, 
al. ; Rom. xv. 9; Matt. xi. 25; Luke x. 21), and that dr: is quod; hence: “lau- 
dibus celebrarent, quod hune filium suum principem fecerit regni divini.” 


ReMARK.—From vy. 6-11, Baur, whom Schwegler follows, derives his argu- 
ments for the assertion that our epistle moves in the circle of Gnostic ideas and 
expressions,’ and must therefore belong to the post-apostolic period of Gnostic 


1Its idea is, that Christ “divests Himself, receive back that of which He has divested 
of that which He already is, in order to Himself, with the full reality of the idea 
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speculation. But with the true explanation of the various points these arguments! 
fall to pieces of themselves. For (1) if rd eivac ica Oe@ be related to év yopgA Oecd 
elvat as the essence to its adequate manifestation, and if our explanation of dpray- 
#éc be the linguistically correct one, then must the Gnostic conception of the Aeon 
Sophia—which vehemently desired to pénetrate into the essence of the original 
Father (Iren. Haer. i. 2. 2), and thus before the close of the world’s course (Theol. 
Jahrb. 1849, p. 507 ff.) wished to usurp forcibly something not de jure belonging 
to it (Paulus, LI. p. 51 ff.)—be one entirely alien and dissimilar to the idea of our 
passage. But this conception is just as inconsistent with the orthodox explanation 
of our passage, as with the one which takes the eivac ica Oe@ as something future 
and greater than the “op@7 Ocov; since in thecase of the yop¢#, as well as in that 
of the ica, the full fellowship in the divine nature is already the relation assumed 
as existing. Consequently (2) the éavrév éxévwce cannot be explained by the idea, 
according to which the Gnostics made that Aeon, which desired to place itself in’ 
unwarranted union with the Absolute, fall from the Pleroma to the céveya—as to 
which Baur, in this alleged basis for the representation of our passage, lays down 
merely the distinction, that Paul gives a moral turn to what, with the Gnostics, 
had a purely speculative signification (“ Whilst, therefore, in the Gnostic view, 
that dezayuéc indeed actually takes place, but as an unnatural enterprise neutral- 
izes itself, and has, as its result, merely something negative, in this case, in virtue 
of a moral self-determination, matters cannot come to any such dprayydéc; and 
the negative, which even in this case occurs, not in consequence of an act that has 
failed, but of one which has not taken place at all, is the voluntary self-renuncia- 
tion and self-denial by an act of the will, an éavrov xevovv instead of the yevéotas év 
xevouart”). (3) That even the notion of the “op¢7 Geov arose from the language 
used: by the Gnostics, among whom the expressions pop94, woppovv, udpgworc, were 
very customary, is all the more arbitrarily assumed by Baur, since these expres- 
sions were very prevalent generally, and are not specifically Gnostic designations ; 
indeed, 0p¢7 Ocov is not once used by the Gnostics, although it is current among 
other authors, including philosophers (e.g. Plat. Rep. p. 381 C: pévee aei aide év 
TH abTow wopd), comp. p. 381 B: quot av roArac poppac ioxor 6 Oedc). Further, 
(4) the erroneousness of the view, which in the phrases év évouipare avbporuv and 
oxjuate eipebeic Gc avip. discovers a Gnostic Docetism, is self evident from the 
explanation of these expressions in accordance with the context (see on the 
passage); and Chrysostom and his successors have rightly brought out the essen- 
tial difference between what the apostle says in ver. 7 and the Docetic conceptions 
(Theophylact: ob« jv dé 7d oarvduevov ydvov, namely, man, GAAa Kai Oedc, ovK Ww 
Wide dvopuroc. Aud tovTd dnow* Ev bpotdpart cavlporur jueic pev yap Puxy Kai copa, 
éxeivoc dé Woyxy Kai coua Kai Oxde «.7.A. Theodoret : tepi tov Adyou ravTa gyowv, dre 
Ocdc Ov oby Ewparo Cede tiv avOpureiav TepiKeivevog Pbow K.T.A.), Comp. on Rom. 
viii. 3. Lastly, (5) even the three categories érovpaviwv kai émty. «ai xatax6., and 
also the notion of the descensus ad inferos which the latter recalls, are alleged. by 
Baur to be genuinely Gnostic. But the idea of the descent to Hades 1s not dis- 
tinctively Gnostic; it belongs to the N. T., and is a necessary presupposition lying 
at the root of many passages (see on Luke xxiii. 43; Matt. xii. 40; Acts il. 27 ff; 


filled with its absolute contents,” Baur, Neu- but yet thinks it un-Pauline that the incarna- 
test. Theol. p. 265. tion of Christ is represented detached from its 


1Hinsch, lc. p. 76, does not adopt them, reference to humanity. This, however, is not 


- 
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Rom. x. 6 ff.; Eph. iv. 8 ff); it is, in fact, the premiss of the entire belief in 
Christ’s resurrection é« vexpov. That threefold division of all angels and men 
(see also Rey. v. 18) was, moreover, so appropriate and natural in the connection 
of the passage (comp. the twofold division, kai vexpdv kat Cavtev, Rom. xiv. 9, 
Acts x. 42,1 Pet. iv. 5 f., where only men are in question), that its derivation 
from Gnosticism could only be justified in the event of the Gnostic character of 
our passage being demonstrated on other grounds. The whole hypothesis is 
engrafted on isolated expressions, which only become violently perverted into 
conceptions of this kind by the presupposition of a Gnostic atmosphere. Accord- 
ing to the Gnostic view, it would perhaps have been said of the Aeon Sophia: é¢ 
év popdy Ocod irdpyov ob TpodAAcoHas ryhoato cic TO TAHpwya Tod Oeodv x.T.A. The 
apostle’s expressions agree entirely with the Christology of his other epistles; it is 
from these and from his own genuine Gnosis laid down in them, that his words 
are to be understood fully and rightly, and not from the theosophic phantasma- 
goria of any subsequent Gnosis whatever. 


Ver. 12.1 [On vv. 12, 18, see Note XI. pages 111, 112.] To this great 
example of Jesus Paul now annexes another general admonition, which 
essentially corresponds with that given in i. 27, with which he began all 
this hortatory portion of the epistle (i. 27-ii. 18).—écre] [XI b.]| itaque, 
draws an inference from the example of Christ (vv. 6-11), who by the path 
of self-renunciation attained to so glorious a recompense. Following this 
example, the readers are, just as they had always been obedient, etc., to 
work out their own salvation with the utmost solicitude. tryxobcare is not, 
indeed, correlative with yevdu. imfxoog in ver. 8 (Theophylact, Calovius, 
Bengel, and others), as the latter was in what preceded only an accessory 
definition; but the cwrypia is correlative with the exaltation of Christ 
described in ver. 9, of which the future salvation of Christians is the 
analogue, and, in fact, the joint participation (Rom. viii. 17; Eph. ii. 6; 
Col. ii. 12 f,, ui. 3 f). Since, therefore, dore has its logical basis in what 
immediately precedes, it must not be looked upon as an inference from all 
the previous admonitions, i. 26 ff., from which it draws the general result (de 
Wette). It certainly introduces the recapitulation of all the previous 
exhortations, and winds them up (on account of the new exhortation 
which follows, see on ver. 14) as in iv. 1; 1 Thess. iv. 18; Rom. vii. 12; 1 
Cor. iii. 21, iv. 5, v. 8, xi. 33, xiv. 39, xv. 58, but in such a way that it joins 
on to what was last discussed. It is least of all admissible to make, with 
Hofmann, &ore point backwards to rAypécaré pov tr. yapav in ver. 2, so that 
this prayer “is repeated in a definitive manner” by the exhortation intro- 
duced with éore, In that case the apostle, in order to be understood, must 


the case, as may be gathered from the con- 
nection of the passage in its practical bearing 
with ver. 4 (ra érépwv). 

1 Linden, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. '750, 
attempted a new explanation of vy. 12-14. 
According to this, uh &s is to stand for as uy, 
katepyac. to be indicative, wy ws . , . Katepy. 
to belong to the protasis, ver. 13 to be treated 


as a parenthesis, and, finally, the apodosis to 
follow in mavta «.7.A. Against this view may 
be simply urged the fact, that wi) as (2 Thess. 
iii. 15; Philem, 14; 2 Cor. ix. 5) cannot be 
equivalent to os wy, and that there must have 
been used not even os uy, but, on account of 
the negation of a purely actual relation, és> 
ovx; to say nothing of the involved construc- 


4 
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at least have inserted a resumptive odv after éore, and in the following 
exhortation must have again indicated, in some way or other, the element 
of the making joy.—xabd¢ xavrore ixpxobcare] whom? is neither a question to 
be left unanswered (Matthies), nor one which does not require an answer 
(Hofmann). The context yields the supplement here, as well as in Rom. 
vi. 16, Philem. 21, 1 Pet. i. 14; and the right supplement is the usual one, 
viz. mihi, or, more definitely, meo evangelio, as is plain, both from the words 
which follow 1) é¢ . . . axoucig wov, and also from the whole close personal 
relation, in which Paul brings home to the hearts of his readers his admo- 
nitions (from i. 27 down till ii. 18) as their teacher and friend. On xévrore, 
comp. axd zpdry¢ juépac axpz Tov viv (1.5). We cannot infer from it a refer- 
ence to earlier epistles which have been lost (Ewald).—yj dc . . . arovoia you] 
belongs not to ixyxoicare (Luther, Wolf, Heumann, Heinrichs, and others), 
as is evident from pj dc and viv, but to Karepydleobe, so that the comma 
before werd $68ov is, with Lachmann, to be deleted. Comp. Grotius.—dé¢ 
had to be inserted, because Paul would not and could not give an admo- 
nition for a time when he would be present. Not perceiving this, B, min., 
vss., and Fathers have omitted it. If é¢ were not inserted, Paul would 
say: that they should not merely in his presence work out their salvation. 
But with é¢ he says: that they are not to work out their own salvation in such 
a way as if they were doing it in His presence’ merely (neglecting it, therefore, 
in His absence); nay, much more now, during His absence from them, they 
are to work it out with fear and trembling. There is nothing to be supplied 
along with dc, which is the simple modal as, since 7 o¢ is connected with 
the governing verb that follows in the antithesis (r. éavr. sur. xarepyéleode) 
as its prefixed negative modal definition: not as in my presence only (not as 
limiting it to this only) work out your salvation. And the adda is the anti- 
thetic much more, on the contrary, nay. Erasmus, Estius, Hoelemann, 
Weiss, Hofmann, and others, incorrectly join pévov with yf, and take o¢ in 
the sense of the degree: not merely so, as ye have done it, or would do it, 
in my absence; comp. de Wette, who assumes a blending of two com- 
parisons, as does also J. B. Lightfoot. It is arbitrary not to make pévor 
belong to éy tr. zap. pov, beside which it stands; comp. also Rom. iv. 16 
(where +6 é« rov véuov forms one idea), iv. 23; 1 Thess. i. 5. Still more 
arbitrary is it to hamper the flow of the whole, and to break it up in such 
a way as to insert the imperative iraxotere after imyxoboare, and then to 
make pera g6ov «.7.2. a sentence by itself (Hofmann). Moreover, in such 
a case the arrangement of the words in the alleged apodosis would be 
illogical; viv (or, more clearly, «ai viv) must have begun it, and yévev must 
have stood immediately after uf. [XI d.J—10iA6 padAov] than if I were 
present; for now (viv), when they were deprived of the personal teaching, 
stimulus, guidance, and guardianship of the apostle, moral diligence and 
zealous solicitude were necessary for them in a far higher measure, in order 


-tion,and of the so special tenor of the alleged = more than in i. 26,a reference tothe Parousia 


apodosis after a preparation of so grand and of Christ, which Kahler (“ye know what this 
general a nature by the alleged protasis. word would properly tell us”) reads betwecn 
1The word wapovoia does not contain, any the lines. Is 
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to fulfill the great personal duty of working out their own salvation. That 
éavrov, therefore, cannot be equivalent to aAsA7rwv (Flatt, Matthies, and 
older expositors), is self-evident.—era ¢6fov x. rpduov] [XI ¢.] that is, with 
such earnest solicitude, that ye shall have a lively fear of not doing enough 
in the matter.! Awe before the presence of God (Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Oecumenius), before the future Judge (Weiss), the feeling of dependence on 
_ God (de Wette), a reverential devotion to God (Matthies, comp. van Hen- 
gel), and similar ideas, must be implied in the case, but do not constitute 
the sense of the expression, in which also, according to the context, we are 
not to seek a contrast to spiritual pride (Schinz, Rilliet, Hoelemann, 
Wiesinger), as Augustine, Calvin, Bengel, and others have done.—xarepyd- 
Ceote] bring about, peragite (Grotius), “ usque ad metam” (Bengel), express- 
ing, therefore, more than the simple verb.2, The summons itself is not at 
variance with the principle that salvation is God’s gift of grace, and is 
prepared for, predestined, and certain to believers; but it justly claims the 
exercise of the new moral power bestowed on the regenerate man, with- 
out the exertion of which he would fall away again from the state of grace 
to which he had attained in faith, and would not actually become partaker 
of the salvation appropriated to him by faith, so that the final reception 
of salvation is so far the result of his moral activity of faith in the xawéryec 
Swmc. See especially Rom. vi. 8, 12 ff., and 2 Cor. vi.1. Our passage 
stands in contrast, not to the certitudo salutis, but to the moral securitas, 
into which the converted person might relapse, if he do not stand fast (iv. 
1; 1 Cor. x. 12), and labor at his sanctification (1 Thess. iy. 8, 7; 2 Cor. vii. 
1; 1 Tim. ii. 15), ete. The demand is expressed all the more earnestly, the 
more that the readers have conflict and suffering to endure (i. 27-30). 
Ver. 13. [XT e.] Ground of encouragement to the fulfillment of this pre- 
cept, in which it is not their own, but God’s power, which works in them, 
etc. Here Oeé¢ is placed first as the subject, not as the predicate (Hof- 
mann): God is the agent. It is, however, unnecessary and arbitrary to 
assume before yap (with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, 
and others) an unexpressed thought (“be not terrified at my having said: 
with fear and trembling”). Bengel gratuitously supplies with @edc the 
thought: “ praesens vobis etiam absente me” (comp. also van Hengel), while 
others, as Calvin, Beza, Hoelemann, Rilliet, Wiesinger, who found in pera 
968. x. rp. the antithesis of pride (see on ver. 12), see in ver. 13 the motive to. 
humility ; and de Wette is of opinion that what was expressed in ver. 12 
under the aspect of fear is here expressed under the aspect of confidence. 
In accordance with the unity of the sense we ought rather to say: that 
the great moral demand sera 968. «. tp. tev éavrdv our. katepyalecfa, con- 
taining as it did the utmost incentive to personal activity, needed for the 
readers the support of a confidence which should be founded not on their 
own, but on the divine working. According to Ewald, the Beta P6Bov x, 


1Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 3; 2 Cor. vii. 15; Eph. £Comp. Eph. vi. 13; Dem. 1121. 19; Plat. 
vi. 5. Act yap oBeicOar x. tpémew ev TO Legg. vii. p. 791A; Eur. Heracl. 1046: méAet ow- 
EpyagerOar tiv iSiav cwrypiav Exacrov, My wore Typlav KatepydcacOar; and see on Rom, i. 26, 
imogkediabels Exméon TavTys, Oecumenius. 3 Comp. Wuttke, Sittent. II. 2 266. 
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tpéuov is to be made good by pointing to the fact that they work before God, 
who is even already producing in them the right tendency of will. But’ 
the idea of the évézmwyv rod Geod was so familiar to the apostle, that he 
would doubtless have here also directly expressed it. Kahler (comp. 
Weiss) imports a hint of the divine punishment, of which, however, 
nothing is contained in the text. So also Hofmann: with fear in presence 
of Him who is a devouring fire (Heb. xii. 28 f.), who will not leave unpun- 
ished him who does not subordinate his own will and working to the 
divine. As if Paul had hinted at such thoughts, and had not, on the 
contrary, himself excluded them by the izép ric ebdoxiac which is added! 
The thought is rather “ dulcissima sententia omnibus piis mentibus,” Form. 
Cone. p. 659.—Calvin (comp. Calovius) rightly observes on the subject- 
matter : “intelligo gratiam supernaturalem, quae provenit ex spiritu regen- 
erationis; nam quatenus sumus homines, jam in Deo sumus et vivimus 


et moyemur, verum hic de alio motu disputat Paulus, quam illo univer- _ 


sali.” Augustine has justly (in opposition to the Pelagian rationalizing 
interpretation of a mediate working: “velle operatur swadendo et praemia 
promittendo”’), in conformity with the words, urged the efficaciter operari, 
which Origen, de Prine. iii. 1, had obliterated, and the Greeks who fol- 
lowed qualified with synergistic reservations—év iviv] not intra coctum 
vestrum (Hoelemann), but in animis vestris (1 Cor. xii.6; 2 Cor. iv. 12; 
Eph. ii. 2; Col. i. 29; 1 Thess. ii. 13), in which He produces the self- 
determination directed to the xarepydfecfa of their own cerypia, and the 
activity in carrying out this Christian-moral volition.! This activity, the 
évepyeiv, is the inner moral one, which has the xarepydfecba as its consequence, 


and therefore is not to be taken as equivalent to the latter (Vulgate, . 


Luther, and others, including Matthies and Hoelemann). Note, on the 
contrary, the climactic selection of the two cognate verbs. The regenerate 
man brings about his own salvation (karepydfera) when he does not resist 
the divine working (évepyor) of the willing and the working (évepyeiv) in his 
soul, but yields steady obedience to it in continual conflict with the oppos- 
ing powers (Eph. vi. 10 ff; Gal. v. 16; 1 Thess. v. 8, al.); so that he mepc- 
marel, NOt Kati cdpka, but kata wvevua (Rom. viii. 4), is consequently the 
child of God, and as child becomes heir (Rom. viii. 14, 17, 28). 
According, therefore,.as the matter is viewed from the standpoint 
of the hwman activity, which yields obedience to the divine working of 
the 6éAew and évepyeiv, or from that of the divine activity, which works 
the @éAe and évepyeiv, we may say with equal justice, either that God 
accomplishes the good which He has begun in man, up to the day of 
Christ; or, that man brings about his own salvation. “ Nos ergo volumus, 
sed Deus in nobis operatur et velle; nos ergo operamur, sed Deus in nobis 
operatur et operari,” Augustine. How wholly is it otherwise with the 
unregenerate in Rom. vii.!—The repetition by Paul of the same word, 
évepyov .. . Td évepyeiv, has its ground in the encouraging design which he 


1“ Velle quidem, quatenus est actus yolun- _ etiam nostrum est, sed quatenus volentes facti 
tatis, nostrum est ex creatione: bene velle per conversionem bene volumus,” Calovius. 
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has of making God’s agency felt distinctly and emphatically ; hence, also, 
he specifies the two elements of all morality, not merely the évepyeiv, but 
also its premiss, the #éAev, and keeps them apart by using kai twice: God 
is the worker in you, as of the willing,so of the working. From His 
working comes man’s working, just as already his willing.'\—irép rij¢ ebdo- 
xac] for the sake of goodwill, in order to satisfy His own benignant dispo- 
sition. [XI f.]. On the causal trép, which is not secundum, comp. Rom. 
xv. 8; Kohner, II. 1, p. 421; Winer, p. 359 [E. T. p. 383]; and on eidoxia, 
which is not, with Ewald, to be taken in a deterministic sense, comp. i. 15; 
Rom. x. 12 The explanation: “for the sake of the good pleasure, which 
He has in such willing and working” (Weiss), would amount to some- 
thing self-evident. Hofmann erroneously makes érép tr. evdox. belong to 
mdvra roveire, and convey the sense, that they are to do everything for the 
‘sake of the divine good pleasure, about which they must necessarily be 
concerned, etc. In opposition to this view, which is connected with the 
misunderstanding of the previous words, the fact is decisive, that rie 
evdoxiac only obtains its reference to God through its belonging to 6 évepyav 
«.7.A.; but if it be joined with what follows, this reference must have been 
marked,’ and that, on account of the enyphasized position which ir. r. evdox. 
would have, with emphasis (as possibly by irép rice airod ebdoxiac). 

Ver. 14. [On vv. 14-18, see Note XII. pages 112-114.] With ver. 18 Paul 
has closed his exhortations, so far as the matter is concerned. [XII a.] 
He now adds a requisition in respect to the mode of carrying owt these 
admonitions, namely, that they shall do everything (which, according to 
the admonitions previously given, and summarily comprised-in ver. 12, 
they have to do, 1 Cor. x. 31) willingly and without hesitation—an injunction 
for which, amidst the temptations of the present (i. 27-30), there was 
sufficient cause.—ywpi¢ yoyyvou.] without (far removed from) murmuring. 
The yoyyvoudc,* that fault already prevalent in ancient Israel (Ex. xvi. 7 ff.; 
Num. xiv. 2), is to be conceived as directed against God, namely, on 
account of what He imposed upon them both to do and to suffer, as 
follows from the context in vv. 138 and 15; hence it is not to be referred 
to their fellow-Christians (Calvin, Wiesinger, Schneckenburger), or to their 
superiors (Estius), as Hoelemann also thinks. Comp. on 1 Cor. x. 10.— 
diaroytonev) not: without disputes (Erasmus, Beza, and many others, 
including Schneckenburger), de imperatis cwm imperatoribus (Hoelemann, 
comp. Estius), or among themselves (Calvin, Wiesinger), and that upon 
irrelevant questions (Grotius), and similar interpretations, which, although 
not repugnant to Greek usage generally,$ are at variance with that of the 
N. T. (even 1 Tim. ii. 8), and unsuitable to the reference of yoyyvop. to 


1This is God’s creative moral action insal- 88 rdvras avOpdrovs cwOHvat K.7.A. 
vation, Eph. ii. 10. Comp. Thomasius, Chr. ' §’ Hofmann groundlessly compares Luke ii. 
Pers. u. Werk, I. p. 287. Incorrectly, however, —_ 14 (but see on that passage) and even Ecclus. * 
the Reformed theologians add: “quae pro- xv. 15, where Fritzsche, Handb, p. 74 f., gives 
hiberi non potest.” the right view. 

2 Theodoret aptly says: evdoxiav 8 rd aya- 4 Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 358. 
Odv Tov BQeod mpoonydpevsee OEAH ma’ OéAEL 5 Plut. Mor. p.180 C; Ecclus. ix. 15, xiii. 35, 
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God. It means: without hesitation, without your first entering upon 
scrupulous considerings as to whether you are under any obligation thereto 
whether it is not too difficult, whether it is prudent, and the like. The 
Vulgate renders it rightly, according to the essential sense : “ haesitationi- 
bus.” The yoyyvouct would presuppose aversion towards God; the é:ado- 
yeonoi, uncertainty in the consciousness of duty. 

Ver. 15. [XII 5) If to their obedience of the admonitions given down 
to ver. 13 there is added the manner of obedience prescribed in ver. 14 
they shall be blameless, etc. This, therefore, must be the high aim, wie 
they are to have in view in connection with what is required in ver. 14.— 
Gueurroe x. axépacoc] blameless and sincere; the former represents moral 
integrity as manifesting itself to the judgment of others ; the latter represents 
the same as respects its inner nature (comp. on Matt. x. 16 and Rom. xvi. 
19).—+éxva Ge0v auepu.] comprehending epexegetically the two former pre- 
dicates. Children of God (in virtue of the viofecia that took place in 
Christ, Rom. viii. 15, 23; Gal. iv. 5; Eph.i.5) they are (Rom. viii. 16, 
ix. 8). They are to become such children of God, as having nothing with 
which fault can be found; which in children of God presupposes the 
inward moral dxepacéryc, since they are led by the Spirit of God (Rom. 
viii. 14). This ethical view of the viofecia, prominent throughout the N. T., 
and already implied in the mode of contemplating Israel as the people of 
adoption (Rom. ix. 4) in the O. T. and Apocrypha, necessarily involves, 
in virtue of the ideal character of the relation, the moral development 
towards the lofty aim—implies, therefore, in the being the constant task 
of the becoming ; and hence the sense of showing themselves is as little to 
be given, with Hofmann, to the yévyofe here as in Matt. x. 16, John xv. 8, 
et al.; comp. also on Gal. iv. 12. ’Aydpyroc, qui vituperari non potest, occur- 
ring elsewnere in the N. T. only at 2 Pet. ili. 14 (not equivalent to dyopor 
or dueurroc).2 Its opposite is: réxva wouyra, Deut. xxxii.5; the recollection 
of this latter passage has suggested the subsequent words, which serve as 
a recommendation of the condition to be striven. for by contrasting it with 
the state of things around.—péoov (see the critical remarks) is adverbial, in 
the midst of >—cKoduac x. Seotpapyy.] crooked and perverted, a graphic figurative 
representation of the great moral abnormity of the generation.*—év oic] 
i.e. among the people of this yeved;°—daivecte] not imperative,’ but the 
existing relation, which constitutes the essential distinctive character of the 
Christian state as contrasted with the non-Christian, Eph. v. 8, ail. The 
aim of the év oic gaivecte x.7.2.. is, by means of an appeal to the true Chris- 


B, Gorg. p. 525 A; and on éeo7p., Matt. xvii. 


1Comp. Luke xxiv. 38, and on Rom. xiv. 1; 
17; Deut. xxxii. 20; Polyb. viii. 24. 3, v. 41. 1, 


Plat. Ax. p. 367 A: povrides . . . Kat drado- 


yeopot, Tim. p. 59 C: ovdév mouxidov ere diado- 
yioacGo. Ecclus. xl. 2. 

2But see Hom. JU. xii. 109; Herod. iii. 82; 
frequently in the Anthol. 

3 Hom. Jl. xii. 167; Od. xiv. 300; Eur. Rhes. 
531 (uéoa); LXX. Num. xxxv. 5. 

4Comp. on cxodtés, Acts ii. 40; 1 Pet. ii. 18; 
Prov. iv. 24; Wisd. i.3; Plat. Legg. xii. p. 945 


ii. 21. 8; also éuaarpodos, Soph. Aj. 442. 

5See Buttmann, Weut. Gr. p. 242[E. T. p. 
282]; Bremi, ad Isoer. I. p. 213 f.; Kthner, IL, 
1, p. 49 f. 

6Cyprian, Pelagius, Ambrosiaster, Theo- 
phylact, Erasmus, Vatablus, Calvin, Grotius, 
and others, including Storr, Flatt, Rheinwald, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, 
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tian sense of honor (the consciousness of their high Christian position 
towards them that are without), to assist the attainment of the end in 
view; this is misunderstood by Bengel, when he suggests the addition of 
“ servata hac admonitione,” a view in which he is followed by Hofmann. 
The meaning is not lucetis (so usually), but (comp. also Weiss, Schenkel, 
and J. B. Lightfoot) : ye appear,! come into view, apparetis.? Lucetis (Vulgate) 
would be daivere.2—puworipec| light-givers (Rev. xxi. 11), here a designation, not 
of torches (Beza, Cornelius a Lapide) or lamps (Hofmann), which would 
be too weak for év 76 xécum, and without support of linguistic usage ; but, 
in accordance with the usage familiar to the apostle in the LXX., Gen. 
i. 14, 16, of the shining heavenly bodies. ‘—év xécup] is to be taken in refer- 
ence to the physical world, and closely connected with gor. [XII c¢.]. As 
light-bearers in the world (which shine in the world, by day the sun, by night 
the moon and stars), the Christians appear in the midst of a perverted genera- 
tion. Comp. Matt. v. 14; also classical expressions like rarpag géyyea (Anthol. 
vi. 614, 2), ete. If gaiveode be rightly interpreted, év xéoum cannot be joined 
with it (de Wette, Weiss, who takes «éouq in the ethical sense), or be supple- 
mented by ¢aivovrac (Hoelemann, Rilliet, van Hengel). It is erroneous, 
further, to make év xéovw mean in heaven (Clericus, Rheinwald®), and also 
erroneous to attach a pregnant force to év, making it mean “ within the 
world,” in contrast to the lights of heaven shining jrom above ; thus Hof- 
mann, connecting it with Adyov (wAe¢ éxéy. and bringing out with emphasis 
something quite self-evident. On xdéopyoc without the article, see Winer, p. 
117 [E. T. p. 123]. On the whole passage, comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 577: 
dycic ol dwoTHpec Tov obpavod we 6 HALoc Kat 1 oedivn’ th rouoovet wavrTa Ta éOvn, éav 
dpeic oxotobhoccbe év doeBeia «.7.A. Paul, however, has put gworjpe¢ without 
the article, because he has conceived it qualitatively. 

Ver. 16. Adyov Came éréyovrec] a definition giving the reason for ¢aivecte d¢ 
gwor. év K.: since ye possess the word of life. [XII d.], This is the Gospel, 
ered) THY aidviov rpokevei Coir, Theodoret.. See Rom. i. 16; comp. John vi. 
68; Acts v. 20; it is the divinely efficacious vehicle of the rveiua rie Come 
which frees from sin and death (see on Rom. viii. 2), and therefore not 
merely “the word concerning life” (Weiss). Christ Himself is the essential 
Adyog tH¢ Cope (1 John i. 1), His servants are dcpi Cwie cic Cos (2 Cor. ii. 
16), therefore the word preached by them must be Adyoc Come in the sense 
indicated. Paul does not elsewhere use the expression. As to Cw# with- 


180 also Homer, Jl. i. 200, which Hofmann _D. D. iv. 3; also Xen. Symp. i.9, Anab. vii. 4. 16; 


compares and brings out for our passage the 
sense: “stand in the light proper to them.” 
Comp., however, Jl. xix. 16, xxii. 28, and l.c. ; 
Duncan, Lex. ed. Rost. p. 1148 f. In the former 
passage, i. 200, the sense is: her eyes (Athene’s) 
appeared terrible. Comp. Nigelsbach, p. 87, 
ed. 3. ‘The same sense, according to another 
explanation, is found in Faesi. 

2 Matt. ii. 7, xxiv. 27; Jas.iv. 14; Rey. xviii. 
23; Hom. Il. i. 477, xxiv. 785, '788, Od. ii. 1, Il. 
ix. 707; Hes. Oper. 600; Plat. Rep. p. 517 B; 
Xen. Hell. iv. 3. 10; Polyb. ix. 15. 7; Lucian, 


hence 7a datvoueva, the heavenly appearances. 

$John i. 5, v.35; 1 John ii. 8; 2 Pet, i.19; 
Rev. i. 16, xxi. 23; 1 Mace, iv. 40; Plat. Tim. 
p. 39 B; Arist. Nub. 586; Hes. Oper. 528; 
Theoe. ii. 11. 

4Wisd. xiii. 2; Ecclus. xliii.7; Heliod. 87; 
Anthol. xv.17; Constant. Rhod. ep. in Para- 
lip. 205. 

5 The designation of the heavens by Koo}L0s, 
first used by Pythagoras (see Bremi, ad Isoc. 
Paneg. p. 90), did not enter into the‘ Biblical 
usus loquendi. 
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out the article, of eternal life in the Messiah’s kingdom (iv. 3), see Kacuffer, 
de Cwi¢ ai. not. p.73 f. As possessors of this word, the Christians appear 
like gworpec in a world otherwise dark ; without Sais possession they would 
not so present themselves, but would ba homogeneous with the perverted 
generation, since the essence of the gospel is light (Eph. v. 8; Col. i. 12; 1 
Thess. v. 5; 1 Pet. ii. 9; Luke xvi. 8; Acts xxvi. 18, al), just as Christ 
Himself is the principal fight (John i. 4, 5, iii. 19, viii. 12, xii. 85, al.); but 
the element of the unbelievi ing yeved, whose image is the «écuo¢ in itself 
devoid of light, is darkness (2 Cor. iv. 6, vi. 14; Eph. v. 8, vi. 12; Col. i. 13; 
John i. 5, iii. 19). *Exéyew, to possess, to have in possession, at disposal, and 
the like? Not: holding fast (Luther, Estius, Bengel, and others, including 
Heinrichs, Hoelemann, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Ewald, Schneck- 
enburger); nor yet: sustinentes (Calvin), so that the conception is of a light 
fixed on a candlestick. Others understand it similarly: holding forth 
(Beza, Grotius, and others, including Rheinwald, Matthies, Wiesinger, 
Lightfoot), namely, “that those, who have a longing for life, may let it be 
the light which shall guide them to life,” as Hofmann explains more 
particularly; comp. van Hengel. This would be linguistically correct, 
but not in hatmony with the image, according to which the subjects them- 
selves appear as shining, as self-shining. Linguistically incorrect is Theo- 
doret’s view: 7@ 2éyw mpocéxovrec (attendentes), which would require the 
dative of the object. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact take éréy. 
correctly, but understand Aéyov fac as equivalent to. omépua ¢. or évéyupa ¢., 
and indicate, as the purpose of the words: épa, rac ebPéwc riOno. Ta Exabha 
(Chrysostom). This view is without sanction from the usus loquendt. 
Linguistically it would in itself be admissible (see the examples in Wet- 
stein), but at variance with the N. T. mode of expression and conception, 
to explain with Michaelis, Storr, Zachariae, and Flatt: supplying the place 
of life (in the world otherwise dead), so that Adyov éréyeww would mean: to 
hold the relation. Comp. Syr.—ei¢ xabyqua x.7.4. [XII ¢.] the result which 
the yiveoOac auéurrove x.7.2. on the part of the readers was to have for the 
apostle ; it was to become for him (and what an incitement this must have 
been to the Philippians!) a matter of glorying (i. 26) for the day of Christ 
(see on i. 10), when he should have reason to glory, that he, namely (érv), 
had not labored in vain, of which the excellent quality of his Philippian 
converts would afford practical evidence, 6r: rovodrove tuag éraidevoa, Theo- 
phylact. Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 19 f.; 2 Cor.i.14. Thus they were to be to 
him on that day a orédavo¢ xavyjoeuc (1 Thess. J. c.). Paul cannot mean a 
present xavyacbac in prospect of the day of Christ (Hofmann), for ei¢ cab yypa 
«.7.A. cannot be the result accruing for him from the év oi¢ gaivecbe x.7.A, 


1 Hofmann erroneously pronounces against 1; Thuc. i. 48. 2 ii. 101, 3; Anth. Pal. vii. 207. 
this, representing that éréxew could only be 4; Polyb. iii. 37. 6, 112. 8, vy. 5, 6; Lucian, 
thus used in the sense of having under one’s -Necyom. 14. 


control. Compare, in opposition to this, espe- 3 Hom. II. ix. 489, xxii. 435 Plut. Mor. p. 265 
cially such passages as Thue. iii.107.4,where A; Pind. Ol. ii. 98; Poll. iii. 10, : 
the word is quite synonymous with the par- 4 Acts iii. 5; 1 Tim. iv. 16; Eeclus, xxxi. 2; 
allel simple éxew; also Anth, Pal vii. 276. 6. 2 Mace. ix. 25; Job xxx. 26; Polyb. iii. 43. 2, 


2See Herod. i. 104, viii. 35; Xen. Symp. viii. xviii. 28. 11. 
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(since by it the position of the Christians generally is expressed), but only 
the result from the ethical development indicated by iva yévyobe Gueurrot k.7.A. 
Hence also érc cannot be a statement of the reason (Hofmann) ; it is explica- 
tive: that-—The twofold, yet climactic, figurative description of his apos- 
tolical exertions (on édpay., comp. Gal. ii. 2; Acts xx. 24; on éxoriaca, comp. 
1 Cor. xv. 10; Gal. iv. 11), as well as the repetition of sic xevév (see on Gal. 
ii. 2; 2 Cor. vi. 1; Polyc. Phil. 9), is in keeping with the emotion of joy, 
of triumph. 

Ver. 17. The connection of ideas is this: What Paul had said in ver. 16: 
ele kabynua «.7.A., presupposed, in the first place, that he himself would live to 
see the further development described in ver. 15: iva yévyobe Gueutror. Now, 
however, he puts the opposite case, so as to elevate his readers to the right 
point of view for this also, and says: “ But even if I should be put to death 
in my vocation dedicated to your faith,” etc. Van Hengel finds in these 
words the contrast to the hope of living to see the Parousia. But this hope 
is not expressed in what precedes, since the result sic kabynua x.7.2, Was 
conditioned, not by the apostle’s living to see the Purousia, but only by 
his living to see the described perfection of his readers ; inasmuch as, even 
when arisen at the Parousia, he might glory in what he had lived to see 
in the Philippians. Many others are satisfied with making these words 
express merely a climax (in relation to éxor/aca), see especially Heinrichs 
and Matthies; but this is erroneous, because éxomiaca in the preceding 
verse is neither the main idea, nor specially indicative of tribulation. 
Arbitrary and entirely unnecessary is, further, the assumption of an oppo- 
nent’s objection (“at vero imminent tristissima !”’) to which Paul replies; or 
the explanation of a244 by the intervening thought: “non, je n’ai pas 
travaille en vain, mais au contraire,” ete., Rilliet; comp. also Erasmus, 
Paraphr. In a similar but direct way Hofmann gains for 4424 the expla- 
nation, but on the contrary, by connecting it antithetically with the pre- 
ceding negative clauses 67: obk ei¢ Kevév k.r.2., Which, with the right expla- 
nation of the following words, is impossible. According to de Wette 
(comp. also Storr and Flatt), ver. 17 connects itself with i. 26, so that aa24 
forms a contrast to ver. 25, and all that intervenes is a digression. But 
how could any reader guess at this? The suggestion is the more ground- 
less, on account of the ya/pw in ver. 17 corresponding so naturally and appo- 
sitely with the kabynua in ver. 16.—ei nat «.7.4.] if I even (which I will by 
no means call in question) should be poured out, etc. On the concessive 
sense of ei cai (1 Cor. iv. 7; 2 Cor. iv. 8, 16, v. 16, vii. 8, al.), see Herm. ad 
Viger. p. 832; Klotz, ad Devar. p.519. The case supposed is thus rendered 
more probable than by the reading of E G, xat ei (even assuming that I)? 
The protasis beginning with 44’ et cai extends to r. rior. tuav. As in ver. 
12, so also here Hofmann makes the violent assumption that the apodosis 
already begins at éx? r. Ovoig «.7.A, with orévdouar again to be supplied, whilst 
at the same time there is imputed to this é7i r. @voia «.7.A., in order to give 


1Comp. Anthol. Pal. xi. 56.2: wh tpéxe, wh 2Stallbaum, ad Plat. Ap. S. p. 32 A; Gorg. 
komia, p. 509 A; Schmalf. Syntax d. Verb. sec. 99 f. 
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an appropriate turn to the assumed antithesis for 4444, a tenor of thought 
which the words do not bear; see below.—orévdouac] I become offered as a 
libation, poured out as a drink-offering (2 Tim. iv. 6), frequently in all elass- 
ical writers." The sense stripped of figure is: if even my blood is shed, if 
even I should be put to death.2 Paul represents his apostolic exertions for 
the faith of the’ Philippians as an offering (comp. Rom. xv. 16); if he is 
therein put to death, he is, by means of the shedding of his blood in this 
sacrifice, made a libation, just as among the Jews’ in the sacrifices, together 
with meat-offerings, libations of wine were made, which were poured upon 
the ground from sacred vessels (orovdeia) at the altar The present tense 
is used, because Paul has strongly in view his present danger (i. 20 ff.); 
Kuhner, II. 1, p. 119f. Rilliet (comp. Wetstein) takes the passive erro- 
neously : I am besprinkled (which also does not correspond with the present 
tense), making Paul say, “que la libation préparatoire du sacrifice a 
coulé sur sa téte.” Confusion with xatacrévdecbarbB—ént 7. Ovo. x. Newt. T. Tr. 
ip.] at the sacrifice and priestly service of your faith, that is, whilst I present 
your faith as a sacrifice and perform priestly service in respect to it; the 
sense of this, stripped of the figure, is: whilst I, by furtherance of your faith in 
Christ, serve God, as by the offering and priestly ministration of a sacrifice. 
[XII f.] ric xior. is the object which is conceived as sacrificed and under- 
going priestly ministration ; 6vcia and Aecroupyia have one article in com- 
mon, and are thereby joined so as to form one conception. But Aevroupyta 
(priestly function)® is added by the apostle as a more preeise definition, because 
the mere @vcia would leave it uncertain whether he was to be considered 
as.a priest, whereas Paul desires expressly to describe himself as such. 
6vcia, as always in the N. T.., is sacrifice, so that the idea is: at the sacrifice 
and priestly service of your faith; hence there is no necessity for taking 
it as sacrificing, or the act of sacrifice." The éxi, however, is simply to be 
taken as at, as in i. 3 and frequently; not as to, in addition to (Beza, 
Raphel, Matthies, de Wette, Weiss, and many others; comp. also Hof- 
mann), or with the Vulgate as supra (Heinrichs, Hoelemann, van Hen- 
gel), in the sense of the (heathen) mode® of the libation, an interpretation 
which should have been precluded by the addition of the abstract x. Aecr- 


1See also Schleusner, Thes. V. p. 79; Suicer, 
Thes. II. p. 993. 

2 This (since the time of Chrysostom) unani- 
mous interpretation of the figurative expres- 
sion has been abandoned by Otto, Pastoralbr. 
p. 214 f., who explains it as referring, not to 
the shedding of blood, but to the severance of 
the apostle’s life in his vocation from inter- 
course with the world by his imprisonment. 
An abortive suggestion, the forced result of 
incorrect assumptions. 

8 Num. xxviii. 7, xv. 4 ff.; Joseph. Antt. iii. 
9. 4; see generally, Ewald, Alterth. p. 46 f.; 
Saalschiitz, M. R. p. 314 f. 

4As to the Hellenic sacrificial libations, see 
Hermann, Gottesd. Alterth. 225,15 f. On the 
figurative representation of the shedding of 


blood as a orovdy, comp. Anthol. ix. 184. 6: 
tidos ala tupavvwy éoreoer, Ignatius, Rom. 2 ; 
oroviicOjvar Bed ws Ett Ovoecacrypiov éTomov 
éoTt. 

5 Plut. Alex. 50, de def. orac. 46; Strabo, iv. p. 
197; Eur. Or. 1239; Antip. Sid. 73 (Anthol. vii. 
27). 

6 Comp. Luke i. 23; Heb. viii. 6, ix. 21, and 
frequently in the LXX.; see Schleusner, 
Thes.; comp. also Diod. Sic. i. 21, and, for the 


* figurative use of the word, Rom. xv. 16, 27. 


7 Herod. iv. 60, viii. 99; Herodian, viii. 3. 5, 
i. 36. 12, al. 

8On this mode of libation rests the expres- 
sion émorévéeuy, to pour a libation over some- 
thing (Herod. ii. 39, iv. 60, 62, vii. 167; Aesch. 
Ag. 1395; Plut. Rom. 4). 
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ovpy. Finally, although Paul’s official activity concerned the faith of all 
his churches, he says ivév with the same right of individualizing reference 
as in dv dude at i. 24 and many other passages. The passage is peculiarly 
misunderstood by Hofmann, who-holds that éxi has the sense in association 
with ; that ri¢ riorewe bu. is the genitive of apposition to Ovoig and Aecroupy. ; 
that the sacrificing and ministering subject is not the apostle, but the Phil- 
ippian church, which, when it became believing, had presented its own 
sacrifice to God, and has been constantly honoring Him with its own work 
of service. Accordingly Paul says that, even though his labors should end 
in aviolent death, yet the shedding of his blood would not be an isolated drink- 
offering, but would associate itself with their sacrifice. But this would only 
make him say, with artificial mysteriousness, something which is perfectly 
self-evident (namely: after that ye became believers, and whilst ye aré 
believers). Moreover, éxi would thus ke made to express two very differ- 
ent relations, namely, with r# @voia after, after that, and with the Aecroupyig at, 
during. And how coulda reader discover from the mere é7i x.r.A, the 
alleged antithetical reference of an isolated drink-offering, especially as no 
antithesis of the persons is even indicated by iuév being placed first (imme- 
diately after éxi)? The entire explanation is a forced artificial expedient 
in consequence of the mistaken assumption that an apodosis begins after 
orévdouat, and a new section sets in with yaipw.\—yeipw} [XII g.] Apodosis 
down to tiuiv: I rejoice, not at the @voia x. Aecroupyia tij¢ riot. du. (Chrysos- 
tom, who connects émi r. évo. «7.4. With yaipw; comp. Oecumenius; so also 
Rilliet), for it is mere arbitrariness to separate the sacrificial expressions 
orévdouat and éxt r. Ovoia «.7.A. and attach them to different parts of the 
sentence, and because yaipa, as the point of the apodosis, would have been 
placed before ért r. Ove. «.7.4.; but at thearévdec@ar: I rejoice to be employed 
for so sacred a destination? The ground of the apostle’s joy, assumed by 
many (including Flatt, Hoelemann, Matthies, de Wette): because my 
death will tend to the advantage of the gospel (i. 20), and also the interpre- 
tation of Weiss: that joy at the progress of the Philippians towards perfection 
is intended, are both quite gratuitously imported into the passage. The 
explanation of it as referring generally to inward joyfulness of faith (Wies- 
inger) or divine serenity (Ewald), does not correspond with the protasis, 
according to which it must be joyfulness in the prospect of death. “ Even 
if I am compelled to die in this sacrificial service, I rejoice therein,” and 
that, indeed, now for the case supposed; hence not future —xal cvyy. raow 
tyiv] is wrongly explained by most commentators: “and I rejoice with you 
all” (so Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Heinrichs, Matthies, 
van Hengel, Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, Ewald, Schneckenburger, Weiss, 
Hofmann, and many others); along with which explanation Chrysostom, 


1In which xalpw x. ovyxaipw raow duly are 
supposed to serve merely as an introduction 
for the exhortation which foliows; thus Paul 
would be made to say, that even for that sup- 
posed ease of the omévSec@at he is in a joyful 
mood, and he rejoices with any person in the 


church whose heart is joyful (all this is sup- 
posed to be implied in raeuw dpiv!), 
?Theophylact appropriately remarks: obx 
&s 6 axodavovjpevos AvTodmat, GAAG Kal xaipw 
- Ore crovdy yivouat, and Theodoret: 
Taira Sé Adyet Yuxaywyay adtods x. Siddckwv 
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Theophylact, and various of the older expositors, bring forward another 
ground for this joint joy than for the yafpw (Chrysostom : yaipw pév, ore orovd) 
yivouat’ ovyxaipw dé bre Ovciav xpoceveyxov ; comp. Schneckenburger). Decisive 
against this interpretation is the yaipere which follows in ver. 18,—a sum- 
mons which would be absurd, if ovyy. iz. meant: “I rejoice with you.” The 
Vulgate already rightly renders: congratulor} I congratulate you all, 
namely, on the fact that I am poured out in the service of your faith. Such a 
martyrdom, namely, for the sake of their faith, how it must have elevated and 
honored the readers, their whole church; for such a martyr death con- 
cerned them all!’ Comp. on Eph. iii. 13; it redounds to their glory, if the 
apostle sheds his blood on account of their Christian standing established 
by him. It is in this light that Paul wishes his cxévdeoGa:, should it occur, 
to be regarded by his readers, and therefore gracefully and ingeniously 
represents it (though Hofmann holds this to be impossible) as something 
on which he must congratulate them all. Pauline linguistic usage is not 
to be urged in objection to this view (Weiss), as Paul employs ovyyaipo 
elsewhere only in the passages 1 Cor. xii. 26, xiii. 6, and these are balanced 
by vy. 17 and 18 here. Van Hengel and de Wette have erroneously 
objected that it would have been ovyyaipoua: (8 Macc. i. 8). The active as 
well as the middle may convey either meaning, to rejoice along with, or 
gratulari* 

Ver. 18. And upon the same (upon my possibly occurring orévdecbat éri tr. 
Ouc. «.7.4., ver. 17) rejoice ye also (because it takes place for the sake of your 
faith), and congratulate me thereon (on such a sacred destination). The 
verbs are imperatives. “ Postulat enim Paulus parem ovprdéecav a Philipp.,” 
Beza. The ground of the yaipere may not be arbitrarily introduced (Hof- 
mann: whatever untowardness may occur), but must by logical-necessity 
be the same which, in ver. 17, suggested the ovyyaipw tpviv; and that of the 
ovyyxaiperé por must be the same as caused Paul to say ya/pw in ver. 173 
The expositors, who do not take ovyyaipew as gratulari, are here placed in 
the awkward position of making the apostle summon his readers to a joy 
which, according to ver. 17, they would already possess. By this impos- 
sibility Weiss, in spite of the 7d air, allows himself to be driven into taking 
the joy in ver. 18, not as in ver. 17, but (comp. also Hofmann) quite gen- 
erally, of a joyful frame of mind.—ro airé] in the same (on the accusative, 
comp. Matt. ii. 10) rejoice ye also ; see also on i. 25. Hence it is not to be 
taken as equivalent to dcabrwc (Beza, Storr, Flatt, Heinrichs, Rheinwald, 
Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofmann) (comp./on i. 6), in order 
thereby to avoid identifying it with the joy mentioned in ver. 17. As to 
Hofmann) urges, that the readers “vix aut: 


“70d maptupiov Td méyeOos. Comp. Gro- 


tius, Heinrichs. 

1Comp. Jerome, Beza, Castalio, Grotius, 
Storr, Flatt, Rheinwald, Hoelemann, Bisping, 
Ellicott, Lightfoot. 

2Polyb. xxix. 7.4, xxx. 10.1; Plut. Mor. p. 
231 B; 3 Macc. i. 8. See Valckenaer, Schol. 
I. p. 54. 

The difficulty which yan Hengel (comp. 


7 


ne vix quidem induci potuerunt de hujus viri' 
morte violenta gaudentes vel gavisuri,” en-- 
tirely mistakes the lofty standpoint of the 
apostle, who looks death in the face with a 
holy joy (comp. the frequent corresponding 
sentiments in the epistles of Ignatius), and 
also attributes to his readers a corresponding’ 
mode of looking at the possibility of his death.. 
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yaipew with the accusative in classical authors, see generally Lobeck, ad 
Aj. 181; Ktihner, II. 1, p. 255 f. 

Ver. 19. [On vv. 19-24, see Note XIII. pages 114, 115.] The apostle now, 
down to ver. 24, speaks of sending Timothy * to them, and states that he 
himself trusted to visit them shortly. [XIII a.] [éAri{o 6? «.7.4.] [XII 
b.] The progress of thought attaching itself to ver. 17 (not to ver. 12) is: 
However threatening, according to ver. 17 f., and dangerous to life my 
situation is, nevertheless I hope soon to send Timothy to you, ete——He 
hopes, therefore, for such a change.in his situation, as would enable him 
soon to spare that most faithful friend for such a mission. Here also, as 
in i, 21-26, there is an immediate change from a presentiment of death 
to a confidence of his being preserved in life and even liberated (ver. 24). 
The right view of vv. 17, 18 debars us from construing the progress of the 
thought thus : for the enhancement of my joy, however, etc. (Weiss). Others 
take different views, as e.g. Bengel: although I can write nothing definite 
regarding the issue of my case,—an imported parenthetic thought, which 
is as little suggested in ver. 17 f. as is the antithetical relation to yaipere 
k. ovyyaip. wor discovered by Hofmann, viz. that the apostle is anxious as to 
whether all is well in the church._—év xvpip] making the hope causally rest in 
Christ. Comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 19.—ipiv] not equivalent to the local xpic 
tuac (van Hengel), nor yet the dative commodi (“ vestros in usus, vestra in 
gaudia,” Hoelemann, comp. de Wette and Hofmann), whereby too special 
a sense is introduced; but the dative of reference (1 Cor. iv. 17; Acts xi. 
29), indicating the persons concerned as those for whom the mission gen- 
erally is intended.—xayo] [XIII ¢.] I also, as ye through the accounts? to 
be received of me, namely, those which ye shall receive through this 
epistle, through Epaphroditus, and through Timothy.—eiwuyeir] to be of 
good courage, occurs here only in the N. T. See Poll. iii. 185; Joseph. 
Antt. xi. 6. 93—ra epi iu.) the things concerning you, quite generally, your 
circumstances. Eph. vi. 22; Col. iv. 8. 

Ver. 20. [XIII d.] Reason why Timothy is the person sent. Hof- 
mann erroneously takes it as: the reason why he sends no one at the time. 
As if viv yap or dpre yap obdéva x.7.A. Were written.—icdyuyor] like-minded, 
namely, with me ; in what respect, is stated in the sequel. Castalio, Beza, 
Calvin, Rilliet, Weiss, J. B. Lightfoot, wrongly interpret it: no one who 


1Hofmann’s hypothesis, that the church 
had expressed a desire that the apostle would 
send them one who should aid them, with 
word and deed, in their affairs, has no hint 
of it given at all in the text; least of all in tva 
Kaya evvx® x.t.A, Why should Paul not 
have mentioned, in some way or another, the 
wish of the church ?—Baur and Hinsch find 
no motive mentioned for the mission of Timo- 
thy. Asif the motive of love conveyed by 
iva Kays «.7.A, were not enough! 

2There is a delicate compliment implied in 
this cays; for Timothy was to come back again 
to the apostle (but not Epaphroditus, ver. 25), 


and thus he hopes to receive the desired 
news about them which shall make him be 
of good courage. Hofmann introduces the 
comparative sense: fresher courage, under 
the assumption which he reads between the 
lines, that the apostle is concerned about 
various things in the ehurch, which Timothy 
would succeed in settling and arranging. Paul's 
cordial, loving interest in the welfare of the 
Philippians is quite sufficient to explain the 
evyvxo. 

3 Comp. the eivxer in epitaphs (like yatpe) 
in Jacobs, ad Anthol. xii. p. 304, 

4See Heindorf, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 58 A. 
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would be so minded as he (Rheinwald combines the two references). As 
avr is not added, the text gives no other reference for icoc (in icduy.) than 
to the subject of éye (see also ver. 22); as, indeed, Paul could not give a 
better reason for the choice of Timothy, and could not more effectively 
recommend him to his readers, than by setting forth his likemindedness 
with himself; comp. Deut. xiii. 6: giAo¢ icog rH WuyH mov. [XIII e.] The 
word occurs only here in the N. T.; see LXX. Ps. lv. 14; Aesch. Agam. 
1470. Comp. on the subject-matter, 1 Cor. xvi. 10.—erv¢ «.7.4.] the em- 
phasis is laid on yyclwc, and boric, quippe qui, ita comparatum ut, introduces 
the character of an icéyuyoc, such as is not at his disposal.—yvyoiwe] in gen- 
wine, sincere fashion, with one care without guile,! the selfish contrast to 
which is described in ver. 21. Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 8.—epiuvfcec] namely, 
when I shall have sent him. The caring is not to be more precisely defined; 
it necessarily manifested itself according to the circumstances in watch- 
ing, correction, encouragement, counsel, and action. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 
25; 2 Cor. xi. 28. 

Ver. 21. Oi zérrec] all (except Timothy), of those whom I now have 
with me and at my disposal for sending; see-ver. 20. We have the less 
warrant to modify this judgment in any way, expressed, as it is, so very 
clearly and decidedly by the absolute antithesis ra éavrév Cyrotow, ob ra ’T. 
X., seeing that we are unacquainted with the circle surrounding the 
apostle at that particular time, and do not know to what extent the anti- 
Pauline tendency, i. 15, 17, had then spread in the immediate neighbor- 
hood of the apostle. The only limitation of the general expression, 
which is in accordance with the text, lies in the fact that Paul does not 
mean the Christians generally in Rome, but such assistant teachers as 
would otherwise, if they had been pure and honest, have been qualified 
for such a mission. The trustworthy ones among these otherwise quali- 
fied fellow-laborers must have been absent at the time, especially Luke, 
who could by no means have been included among oi rdvre¢ (in opposition 
to Wieseler, Chronol. d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 427); hence the Philippians are 
not saluted specially either by Luke or by any other, and the omission of 
such salutations by name at the end of this epistle receives in part its 
explanation from this passage. Consequently, oi rdvr. cannot be under- 
stood as many or the most (Beza, Wolf, Hammond, Drusius, Estius, Gro- 
tius, Cornelius a Lapide, and others, including Heinrichs, Rheinwald, 
Flatt) ; nor is it: “all, whom I can spare” (Erasmus), or: “ who are known 
to you” (van Hengel). Neither is the negation to be taken relatively: they 
seek more their own interest, etc. (Erasmus, Calvin, and many others, 
also Flatt, Hoelemann, comp. the reservations of Weiss), to which Hof- 
mann’s view? also ultimately comes; nor is it to be explained by assum- 
ing an intention of distinguishing Timothy (Matthies); nor yet is the judg- 
ment to be restricted, with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact, 


1Dem. 1482, 14; Polyb. iv. 30. 2; 2 Mace. even though it be consecrated to the kingdom of 
xiv. 8. Peed God (2), by special personal aims, instead of 
2The latter says: they allow themselves to —_ devoting themselves AU.WAYs ONLY (? ov Ta°I. X.) 
be influenced in the direction of their activity, to that which 18 MOST ADVANTAGEOUS for the 
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to the hardships of the long journey, to which they preferred their own 
repose. Bengel rightly defends the full seriousness of the utterance, and 
adds: “subtilissima erat aic#jow, qua hoc percepit Paulus.” But Baur 
erroneously discovers here merely an exaggeration, which arose from the 
subjectivity of a later author. What an uncalled-for fiction that would 
have been! 

Ver. 22. Contrast, not of the person (which would have run ry 6 
aitov dox. or abrov dé tiv dox.), but of the qualification, in order further to 
recommend him, whom he hopes soon to be able to send; not to make up 
for the disadvantage, that they can in the first instance only hope, ete. (as 
Hofmann artificially explains). But the approved character (indoles spectata, 
comp. Rom. v. 4; 2 Cor. ii. 9, ix. 18) ef him ye know; for Timothy had 
himself been in Philippi (Acts xvi. 1, 3, xvii. 14); hence yevéor. is not the 
imperative '—ore «.7.4.] that he, namely, ete.—éc¢ rarpi réxvov] Comp. 1 Cor. 
iv.17. The apostle had here édobAevcev before his mind, but alters the con- 
ception in such a way, that he thinks upon the service as rendered no 
longer to him, but with him, in a humble glance at Christ (ver. 21), whom 
he himself also serves, so that the apostle’s servant is at the same time 
his civdovacc2 Hofmann labors without success to remove the incongru- 
ity, which cannot be got rid of unless, with Vatablus, we were at liberty 
to supply ofy before rarpi. But, however frequently the Greeks put the 
preposition only once in comparisons,’ its omission does not occur in the 
clause placed first. The poetical use of such an omission in the case of 
words which are connected by «ai, ré, or 7 * does not concern us here.—eic] 
in respect to the gospel (comp. i. 5), the serving in question having reference 
tothe preaching, defence, etc., thereof. [XIII /.] 

Ver. 23. Mév ody] ody resumes ver. 19, and to the név corresponds the dé 
in ver. 24.—é¢ dv anidw x.7.2.] when (of the time, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 
759, that is, as soon as, comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 84; Rom. xv. 24) I anyhow (by 
av the matter is left to experience) shall have seen to the end (Jonah iy. 5). 
The latter, which expresses the perceiving from a distance > denotes the 
knowledge of the final course of matters to be expected,—only after which 
could it be decided whether or not he could spare the faithful Timothy 
for a time. The form 4a¢ida (Lachmann and Tischendorf) in A B* D* F 
G & is, on account of this weighty evidence, to be considered not.as a 
copyist’s error, but as the original, and to be derived from the pronuncia- 
tion of idety (with the digamma). Comp. on Acts iv. 29, and see Winer, 
p. 44 [E. T. p. 45]; J. B. Lightfoot ad loc. ; Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 7 [E. 
T. p. 7].—ra epi éué] the things about me, that is, the state of my affairs. 
Substantially not different from ra rept éwov (ver. 19 f.).® 


cause of Christ (ov raI. X.!). Thus there is 


imported into the passage what is not at all 
to be found in it. 
1Vulgate, Pelagius, Castalio, Cornelius a 
Lapide, Clericus, Rheinwald, Hoelemann. 
2See Winer, pp. 393, 537 [E. T. pp. 422, 577.] 
®See Bernhardy, p. 204 f.; Kithner, II. 1, 
p. 479. 


4Dissen, ad Pind. Nem. x. 38; Lobeck, ad 
Aj. 397 ff. 


5 Herod. viii. 37; Dem. 1472. 15; Lucian, D. 
D, vi. 2. 


6See Ktihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 20; Winer, 
p. 379 [E. T. p. 406]. 


CHAP. In, 29-25. ‘. FOr 


Ver. 24. Kai airéc] also myself personally. [XIII g.] What Paul shall 
see, therefore, is, as he confidently trusts (not merely hopes), his liberation 
(comp. i. 25 f.); that it will make it possible for him to come soon.' The 
terminus a quo of the rayéw¢ is, as in ver. 19, the then present time, although 
the sending of Timothy and his return (ver. 19) are to precede his own 
coming. The raxéwe as a relative definition of the time is not opposed to 
this view. But that «a? airée includes also the case of his coming at the 
same time with Timothy (Hofmann), is, according to ver. 19 ff., not to be 
assumed. 

Ver. 25 f. [On vv. 25-30, see Note XIV. pages 115, 116]. About Epa- 
phroditus ; the sending him home, and recommendation of him, dowr to 
ver. 30—ivayx. dé ijyy.] [XIV a.b.] I have, however, judged it necessary, al- 
though Epaphroditus, namely, according to vv. 19-24, might have re- 
mained here still, in order to have made his return-journey to you later, 
either in company with Timothy, or eventually with myself. For the 
special reason, Which Paul had for not keeping him longer with himself in 
Rome, see vy. 26, 28—Ezadpédirov| otherwise not further known. The 
name (signifying Venustus) was a common one,? also written ’Exadpédecroc ;* 
but to regard the man as identical with "Exagpac (Col. i. 7, iv. 12; Philem. 
23) (Grotius, Paulus, and others) is all the more arbitrary, since Epaphras 
was a Coiossian teacher.—The grouping together of five predicates which 
follows, has arisen out of loving and grateful regard for Epaphroditus, as 
an honorable testimony to him in his relation to the apostle as well as to 
the church.—dde26., cvvepy., ovorpar.] [XIV c.] a climactic threefold de- 
scription of companionship, advancing from the most general category, 
that of Christian brotherhood (dde/¢éc), to a twofold more special relation. 
On ovorpar., which sets forth the joint working (ovvepy.) in relation to the 
hostile powers, comp. Philem. 2; 2 Tim. ii. 3.—ipév 62 axéar. «. Aecrovpy. TF. 
xp. wov.] [XIV d.] still belonging to rév ; hence iuéy, placed in contrast to 
the ov, belongs to Aeroupy. r. x. pw. as well (in opposition to de Wette and 
others). ’Aréorodoc here means delegate (2 Cor. viii. 23), and not apostle, * 
which would necessitate the genitive ivév being taken as in Rom. xi. 13, 
against which the context, by the union with Aecroupy. tr. x. 4., 18 decisive ; 
as, indeed, Paul uses azéor. as an Official designation only in the sense of the 
actual apostolic rank, based upon a direct call by Christ, in its narrower 
and wider reference (comp. on Gal. i. 19; Rom. xvi. 7; 1 Cor. xv. 7), and 
hence there is no necessity to seek even an allusion to his “ quasi ”-apos- 
tolic position towards the Philippians (Matthies).—«. Aecroupy. r. x. p.] the 
sacrificial minister of my need, &¢ ta rap’ avrav arootaiévra Koploavta xphuata, 
Theodoret. By sending aid they had cared for the apostle’s need (iv. 16); 
and that gift of love being regarded as a sacrifice offered to God, Epaph- 


1How could this confidence, which the 2T'ac. Ann. xv. 55; Suet. Domit, 14; Joseph. 
result did not justify, have been put by any Vit. 76; Wetstein in loc. 
later author into the apostle’s mouth? Only 8 Boeckh, Corp. inser. 1811, 2562. 
Paul himself could have written in such a 4Vulgate, Hilarius, Theodoret, Luther, Eras- 


way as here and ini. 25 f. See, in opposition mus, Calovius, Wetstein: “mei muneris vica- 
to Hinsch, Hilgenfeld, 1873, p. 185 f. rium apud vos,” am Ende, and others, 
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roditus, who had been entrusted by them with the conveying of it, was 
the Aecrovpyée in the matter, that is, he who performed the priestly service 
in the bringing of this offering (comp. ver. 17). Such is also the con- 
ception in 2 Cor. ix. 12. On rij¢ xpeiac u. comp. iv. 16; Rom. xii. 13.— 
réupai] as also in Greek authors frequently, in the sense of dimittere 
domum, to send home, consequently equivalent to aroréurew or avaréurewy 
(Philem. 12).? 

Ver. 26. State of mind (jv with participle) of Epaphroditus, which sup- 
plied the motive for the avayx. jyyo. «.7.2.2—The imperfect is used (jv), 
because Paul transports himself to the time when the readers shall 
receive this epistle. [XIV e.] Then is Epaphroditus again among them; 
but he was previously longing, etc.—dadzuovév] in anxiety. Comp. on 
Matt. xxvi. 87.—drv 700.] that he was sick. How the Philippians received 
this information, remains an open question, as also how Epaphroditus 
learned that they had heard it. 

Ver. 27. Confirmation of that jxotcate, bre 700.—xai yap x.7.2.] for he has 
also (really, see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 182; Baeumlein, p. 150) been sick. 
—rapard. bavatw | adds the specification of the mode: ina way almost equiv- 
alent to death. There is neither an ellipsis (de Wette: agixero or some such 
word is to be understood before rapar4.; comp. van Hengel) nor a solecism 
(van Hengel): raparA. is adverbial (equivalent to raparAnjciwc, see Polyb. 
‘iv. 40. 10, iii. 88.17; Lucian, Cyn. 17; comp. rapazAyovaitepov, Plat. Polit. 
p. 275 C), and the dativus congruentiae (instead of which the genitive might 
also have been used, Bernhardy, p. 148) is governed by it.—Abzyy éni 
Avanv] EXIV f.] grief upon grief (superadded). LXX. Ezra vii. 26; Ps. 
xix. 27; Isa. xxviii. 10.4 The first Airyy refers to the dreaded death of his 
friend ; the second, to the apostle’s affliction over the painful position in 
which he found himself, as a prisoner, and also through the doings of the 
adversaries (ver. 20 f., i. 15, 17, 30), not over the sickness of Epaphroditus 
(Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Estius, and others, also 
Weiss), to which would be added that for his death. ’AAvmérepoc in ver. 
28 is fatal to the latter view, for it appears that, even after Epaphr. had 
been sent away, a Abtry still remained, which, therefore, could not be 


1That Paul, however, here writes méuwar 
mpos vuas, and, on the other hand, wr. vaiy in 


$The supposition that Paul, in specifying 
this ground, wished to prevent the so speedy 


ver. 19, is an accidental and undesigned 
variation. Hofmann thinks that by m. dpi is 
meant the sending of a@ representative of the 
apostle to the Church, and by m. mpos buas the 
sending of a representative of the Church to the 
apostle. This distinction is involved in the 
state of the case, but has nothing to do with 
the difference between the duiv and mpds 
vedas. Comp. 1 Cor. iv. 17; Eph. vi. 22; Col. 
iv. 8; Tit. iii, 12; 2 Cor. xii. 17. 

2Xen. Hell. ii. 7.9; Soph. O. R. 1518; Polyb. 
v. 100. 10; and frequently in Homer. See 
especially Od. xv. 74: xpi) getvoy mapedyra 
iretv, €OéAovra, Se wewrery. 


return of the man from being interpreted to 
his disadvantage (Hofmann), assumes the 
existence of a certain distrust, for which 
there is no basis in the text. Besides, Epa- 
phroditus had in fact accomplished the purpose 
of his mission, 

4Comp. expressions with the dative (as 
Eeclus, xxvi. 15) in classie Greek, e.g. 6yxvn 
émi oyxvp (Hom. Od. vii. 120), éoAa én’ éodois 
(Pind. Ol. viii. 84), @ovos éxi dovw (Eur. Iph. 
T. 197); Polyb. i.57. 1. See also Eur. Hee. 586: 
Avy Tis GAAy dtadoxos kak@v Kakois, Soph. El. 
235: arav arats, Hur, Troad. 175; én’ adyeou 
aAyuv0e, 
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referred to the latter’s sickness. Van Hengel errs in understanding the 
affliction as pain concerning this sickness, and the first Ary as “ cogitatio 
anxietatis vestrae.” See, in opposition, on ver. 28. Calvin’s remark 
suffices to justify the double Aémy: “Non jactat Stoicorum a7déevav, quasi 
ferreus esset et immunis ab humanis affectibus.” Comp. John xi. 35 f— 
oxo] not optative. See Winer, p. 270 [E. T. p. 288]. 

Ver. 28. The more urgently, therefore (in consequence of this sickness 
which he had had and recovered from, of which ye received tidings, vv. 
26, 27), 1 have brought about his return, which otherwise I would still 
have delayed.—ré/] belongs to yap7re, as Paul usually places it before the 
verb, or, at least, makes it follow immediately after1 And the context 
affords no ground for departing from the usual mode, and for joining it 
with idévrec airév (Beza, Grotius, and others, also Baumgarten-Crusius and 
de Wette).—xay adurér. 5] ’Eav yap tueic yapire, cal ¢yd yalpw, Oecumenius. 
He is not dvrog, for he is in captivity and surrounded by adversaries ; 
but the joy which he is aware is already prepared for his beloved Philip- 
pians by the return of Epaphroditus, lessens his 277. This tender inter- 
weaving of his own alleviation with the rejoicing of his readers is lost, if 
we refer a2émor. to the removal of the vexation of seeing the recovered one 
so full of longing and so uneasy (Hofmann), which, regarded as Atrn, 
would be sentimental. According to Weiss, Paul intends to say: still 
more aiuroc, than I have already become in consequence of Epaphroditus’ 
recovery. An unsuitable idea, because the comparative necessarily pre- 
supposes a certain degree of the Ziz7 still remaining. In the conscious- 
“ ness of this Paul has written a/v7ér.; if it had been otherwise, he would 
perhaps have used, as in ver. 19, cay evuy or Kayo yaipo. 

Ver. 29 f. Oiv] Let, then, the reception which he meets with among you 
be in accordance with my purpose in accelerating his return (iva iddvre¢ 
«.7.4.); receive him with all joy—iv xvpiy] denotes, as in Rom. xvi. 2, the 
Christian character of the rpoodéxecba, the nature and action of which 
have their distinctive quality in Christ, in whose fellowship Christians live 
and move.—yerd do. yap.] excludes every kind of sullen or indifferent 
temper and expression : “with all joyfulness.”—x«ai roig rowbrove x.7.2.] and 
the people of such a sort, etc. “Iva pq 66Ey ait povy yapilecbat, Kowvae mapacvet 
mavtac Tove tiv abtiv aperiv éxiderxvuuévove tiwav, Theophylact. But Epa- 
phroditus is in his view, as in the given case, the person belonging to the 
class thus to be held in honor.? ‘ 

Ver. 30. dia rd Epy.] [XIV g.] emphatically prefixed: on account of 
nothing else than for this great sacred aim. The work (see the critical 
remarks) is, according to the context (comp. Acts xv. 38), obvious, 
namely, that of labor for the gospel; the addition in the Ree. rov Xpicrov is 
a correct: gloss, and it is this épyov xar’ éoxf4v (comp. irép Tov ovéparoc, Acts 


1See Gersdorf, Beitr. p. 491 f., and van to holdin honor people of another sort (such 
Hengel.’ as are described in chap. iii.) more than the 
2There is no ground for the reference, tocovrovs. For this assumption there would, 
which Hofmann discovers here,toanassumed at the most, be occasion only if Paul had 
inclination, on the part of the Philippians, used the comparative instead of évrtiuous. 
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vy. 41) in the service of which Epaphroditus incurred so dangerous an 
illness, namely, when he, according to the testimony of the predicates in 
ver. 25, as the ovvepyd¢ and ovorpariérne of the apostle, with devotedness and 
self-sacrifice, united his exertions for the gospel and his striving against 
the movements of its adversaries (i. 15, 17, 30, ii. 20) with a similar activity 
on the part of the apostle. The interpretation which refers gpyov to the 
business of conveying the bounty (de Wette, following older expositors, 
comp. Weiss), does not suffice for the more special characteristic descrip- 
tion; and the reference to the enmity of Nero against Paul, the dangers 
of which Epaphroditus had shared, in order to reach the apostle and to 
serve him, finds no warrant either in the context or in Acts xxviii. (in 
opposition to Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact,. comp. Theodoret).— 
péxpt Oar. iyy.] as in Ps. evii. 18: jyyioav swe tOv TvAGv Tov Gavarov, Ecclus. li. 
6: éo¢ Oavdrov, Rev. xii. 11. The expression with péyp: is more definite 
than the dative would be (as in Ps. lxxxviii. 3: 7 fo4 wov TO adn jyyice), OF 
ele Oavar. (Job xxxiii. 22); he came near even unto death.—rapaBovr. rh poy.] 
Such is the Text. Rec., which Bengel, Matthaei (vehement in opposition to 
Wetstein and Griesbach), Rinck, van Hengel, Reiche, and others defend, 
and Tischendorf still follows in the 7th ed. Justly, however, Scaliger, 
Casaubon, Salmasius, Grotius, Mill, Wetstein, and others, including Gries- 
bach, Lachmann, Scholz, Tischendorf, ed. 8, Rheinwald, Matthies, Rilliet, 
Winer, Ewald, Weiss, J. B. Lightfoot, Hofmann, and others, have preferred 
rapaBoa. tT. y. The latter has the authority of ABDEFG x, 177, 178, 179 
in its favor, as well as the support of the Itala by “ parabolatus est de anima 
sua,” and of Vulgate, Aeth, Pelagius, by “tradens (Ambrosiaster: in 
interitum tradens) animam suam.” Since Bodrebecfac was unknown to the 
copyists, whilst PovAebecfac was very current, instead of the one arat Aeyou. 
another crept in, the form of which, on account of the prevalence of the 
simple word, had nothing offensive. rapaBodAetecba, Which is nowhere 
certainly preserved (in opposition to Wetstein’s quotations from the 
Fathers, see Matthiae, ed. min. p. 341 f., and Reiche, Comment. erit. p. 220 
f.), is formed from the very current classical word apéSoi0c, putting at 
stake, venturesome, and is therefore equivalent to rapéBodov elva, to be 
venturous, to be an adventurer, as reprepevecac equivalent to épzrepov elvat 
(1 Cor. xiii. 4), adoyebecfa equivalent to ddoyov eivac (Cic. Att. vi. 4), 
arookorebe and énickorebew (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 591), xopixebeobac 
(Luc. Philop. 22). Hence the mapaBorevoduevoe x.7.4., Which is to be 
regarded as a modal definition to yu. dav. jyyice, Means: so that he was ven- 
turesome with his soul (dative of the more definite reference), i.e. he hazarded 


his life in order to supply, ete. 


Besides, the emphasis is not on rods torovtous 
(Hofmann), but on évripous, correlative to the 
preceding pera mac. yapas. 

1See more such verbs in Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 67, and comp. generally Kiihner, I. p. 695, 
II. 1, p. 98. 

*The matter is conceived as staking a price 


In this sense rapaSdArecba is current 


or forfeit. Comp. mapaBéAvov in Poll. viii. 63, 
Phrynich. p. 238. On the subject-matter comp. 
also mpoterOat ras Wuxas (Pausanias, iv. 10. 3); 
the animae magnae prodigus of Horace (Od. i. 
12. 37); and the vitam profundere pro patria 
of Cicero (de Off. i. 24). 
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among Greek authors, and that not merely with accusative of the object, 
but also with dative of reference,? in the sense of pipoxivdvveiv (Schol. Thue. 
iv. 57) and rapappixrew (Soph. fr. 499. Dind.).8 Hence, also, the name 
parabolani for those who waited on the sick (Gieseler, Kirchengesch. I. 2, p. 
178, ed. 4). Taking the reading of the Text. Rec., rapaBovrebeobar would 
have to be explained: male consulere vitae (Luther aptly renders: since 
he thought light of his life). See especially Reiche. This verb, also, does 
not occur in profane Greek authors; but for instances from the Fathers, 
especially Chrysostom, and that in the sense specified, see Matthiae, le. ; 
Hase in Steph. Thes. VI. p. 220.—iva avara. «.7.4.] The object, to attain which 
he hazarded his life. We have to notice (1) that iuav belongs to torépnua ; 
and (2) that rij¢ xpéc¢ we Aecrovpy. can denote nothing else but the function,— 
well known and defined by the context (ver. 25), and conceived of. as a 
sacrificial service,—with which Epaphroditus had been commissioned by 
the Philippians in respect to Paul (xpéc ye). All explanations are there- 
fore to be rejected, which either expressly or insensibly connect izév with 
Zecroupy., and take the latter in the general sense of rendering service 
(dcaxovetv). We must reject, consequently, Chrysostom’s explanation (comp. 
Theophylact, Theodoret, Pelagius, Castalio, Vatablus, and others): 73 oiv 
borépyua tH buerépac Aecroupyiac aver Ajpwoev .. . brep ExpHV KavTac TomoaL, TOvTO 
éxpagev aitéc ;* also the similar view taken by Erasmus and many others 
(comp. Grotius, Estius, Heinrichs, Rheinwald, van Hengel, Rilliet): “ quo 
videlicet pensaret id, quod ob absentiam vestro erga me officio videbatur 
deesse ;”’ the arbitrary explanation of Matthies: “in order that he might. - 
perfect the readiness of service which you have shown on various occasions ;” 
and several other interpretations. Hoelemann, also, in opposition to the 
simple literal sense, takes 7d ipév torép. as defectus cui subvenistis, and rig 
mpc we Aecroupy. aS: rerum necessariarum ad me subministrando deferendarum. 
No; of the two genitives, referring to different things (comp. ver. 25, and 
see Winer, p. 180 [E. T. p. 191]), by which 70 éorépyya is accompanied, the 
first conveys who were wanting (iyvév, ye were wanting, ye yourselves were 
not there, comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 17), and the second to what this want applied. 
Consequently the passage is to be explained : in order to compensate for the 
circumstance, that ye have been wanting at the sacrificial service touching me ; 
that is, for the circumstance, that this sacrificial service, which has been made 
through your love-gifts in my support, was completed, not jointly by you, but 
without you, so that only your messenger Epaphroditus was here, and not 
ye yourselves in person. How delicate and winning, and at the same time 
how enlisting their grateful sympathy in the fate of Epaphroditus, was it to 


1 Hom. JZ. ix. 322; so usually, as in 2 Macc. 
xiv. 38. 

2 Polyb. ii. 26. 6, iii. 94.4; Diod. Sic. iii. 35: 
Expwvav mapaBadréaOa tails Wuxais. 

3 Comp. mapaBadAouat TH euavTod Kepad7 in 
Phryn. ed. Lob. p. 238. 

4 Hofmann substantially reverts to this. He 
takes ipav as the subject, which had allowed 
something to remain lacking in the service, 


namely, in so far as the church had only col- 
lected the aid, but not conveyed it. How indeli- 
cate would such a thought have been! Be- 
sides, it was, in fact, an impossibility for the 
church to have come personally. Hence 
the church was wanting, indeed, at the 
transmission of the bounty, but it did not 
thereby allow anything to be wanting in the 
latter. 
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represent the absence of the Philippians as something that had been lack- 
ing in that Aecrovpyia, and therefore, as something which Paul had missed, 
to supply which, as representative of the church, the man had (as his deadly 
sickness had actually shown) hazarded his life! He did not therefore con- 
tract the illness on his journey to Rome (de Wette, Weiss, and older 
expositors), as Hofmann thinks, who represents him as arriving there in 
the hot season of the year ; but through his exertions did rd épyov in Rome 
itself during his sojourn there, when his sickness showed that he had 
risked his life in order to bring the offering of the Philippians, and thus 
compensate the apostle for the absence of the church. On aver. ré ty. 
torép., comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 17.. The compound verb is appropriately 
explained by Erasmus: “accessione implere, quod plenitudini perfectae 
deerat.” See on Gal. vi. 2—It was a foolish blunder of Baur to hold the 
entire passage respecting Timothy and Epaphroditus as merely an 
imitation of 2 Cor. viii. 23 f. Hinsch very erroneously, because misconceiv- 
ing the delicate courtesy of the grateful expression, thinks that in ver. 30 
the aid is described as a duty incumbent on the readers,—which would be 
un-Pauline; iv. 10 is far from favoring this idea. 


Nores By AMERICAN EDITOR. 
IX. Vv. 1-5. 


(a) obv is best understood as connecting this opening passage of the second 
chapter with wodcreteode (i, 27), as related to and modified by the iva. . . evayyediov 
clause. To such a conformity in living to the gospel as would make them strive 
together for the faith with one soul, unanimity of sentiment and oneness of heart 
were necessary. The Apostle urges this upon them, therefore (ot), as the first 
element of Christian life, of which he would speak. To this unanimity humility, 
such as he describes in ver. 3, was essential. -He accordingly adds an exhortation 
to this virtue also, which, because of the close relation between the two, he joins 
with the previous one in an added clause of the same sentence.—(b) The fourfold 
conditional portion of the sentence and the fourfold expression of the idea of har- 
mony, as, indeed, also the asking the readers to make his joy complete by following 
his exhortation, show the urgency and emphasis with which he desired to make 
his appeal.—(c) The clauses from 7dév to éavrév incidentally suggest the causes 
of want of harmony which the Apostle had in mind. The former word, as Light- 
foot remarks, is connected with “the exaltation of party ;” the latter, with “the 
exaltation of self.” The fact, however, that the clause Ti tatewwdpootvry x.7.A. is 
placed in contrast with both épieiav and kevodogiav, points to the conclusion that 
the “exaltation of party” here alluded to is inspired by the spirit of self-exalta- 
tion, and the latter idea is, thus, the one that is prominent.—(d) The words yz)... 
oxorovvrec K.T.A, (ver, 4) are, by reason of their connection with what precedes, to 
be regarded as having reference to the same thing. The looking upon the things 
of others is opposed to that exclusive consideration of one’s own things which is 
characteristic of a self-exalting spirit. That this is the thought is indicated, also, 
by the passage (vv. 6-11) which refers to Christ. A very similar phrase to thie 
one here used is found in 1 Cor, x. 24, and a similar idea to that contained in 
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these words, as viewed in themselves alone, is expressed in other places by the 
Apostle; but the special thought and application are suggested, in different cases, 
by the context.—(e) The emphasis of the appeal, and the distinctness with which 
the thing to be laid aside is brought out, render it probable, that the writer was 
giving here, not a general exhortation to harmony as based upon humility, but a 
special and personal one to the Philippians, which had reference to some division, 
or tendency to division, among them,—at least, to some épieia springing out of 
xevodogia, At the same time, there is no evidence or probability of contending 
doctrinal divisions in the Philippian Church, or of parties like those in Corinth. 
The divisions, if such they should be called, or the want of harmony (as the lan- 
guage employed seems more probably to justify us in describing the condition of 
things), was a minor matter in comparison with what was seen in some of the 
other churches. They were not so divided as to prevent their fellowship for the 
furtherance of the gospel (i. 5), or the Apostle’s joy on their behalf (i. 4). 

With respect to individual words or minor points in these verses, the following 
remarks may be added:—(1) The exhortation of vv. 1, 2, as presented in the form 
of the sentence, is fulfill my joy, while the harmony of the church is the end in view 
or result of such fulfilling. But, in the writer’s mind, the latter was the main thing 
which he desired and aimed at. It seems probable, therefore, that the four points 
mentioned in the «i clauses are intended by the Apostle to bear upon iva ¢povyre 
Té avTé, rather than upon /ypécate pov t. yap. If there is any exhortation in 
Christ, etc., as there surely is, which may legitimately bear upon your relations to 
one another, I beg you, he says, to let it influence you to be thoroughly united. 
Meyer connects these clauses somewhat more directly with *Ayjpocate.—(2) R.V. 
has comfort, A. V., consolation, as the rendering of tapakAnoic; but most of the 
best recent commentators (including not only Meyer, but Ell, Lightf., Alf., Eadie, 
and others), agree with A. R. VY. in translating it by exhortation. ‘This is probably 
correct.—(3) wapapidiov is regarded by Grimm (Lex. N.T.), as well as by the 
writers mentioned by Meyer in his note, and some others, as meaning persuadens 
alloquium, persuasion, encouragement, incentive. This, also, seems more in accordance 
with the character of the passage than consolation (R. V.) or comfort (Meyer and 
many others). The reasons urged by Meyer for the latter meaning do not appear 
to be conclusive—(4) With Meyer’s view respecting the supply of ¢povovvrec be- 
fore undév (ver.3) most recent comm. agree. The movement of the whole sentence 
in the sphere of thinking, rather than doing, strongly favors this view. The other 
participles and the verb gpoveire of ver. 5 confirm it. The right state of mind— 
harmony of thought and feeling—would make the church ready for united action, 
such as that indicated in i. 27. 


X.. Vy. 6-11, 


(a) These verses are evidently introduced as commending the exercise of hu- 
mility. The Apostle presses upon his readers the exhortation just given by pre- 
senting before them the example of Christ and bidding them have the same mind 
which He had. The setting forth of what Christ was and is, of what He gave up 
and has received, is therefore for the purpose of exhibiting His mind and example, 
and this for a practical end. But this is only the primary purpose, as related to 
the particular line of thought along which he is moving. It is clear that the 
yerses contain a more detailed statement concerning Him than was necessary for 
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the accomplishment of such an object. They must have, by reason of this fact, 
something beyond what their subordinate grammatical position would indicate. 
In the declarations which they make describing Christ in Himself, they must have 
a certain independence. As they go back in these declarations to the past and 
forward to the future, they must be designed to set before the readers not merely 
His example, but Himself. That this is the fact is confirmed by the relationship 
in thought which exists between this passage and Eph. i. 20 ff and Col.i. 15 ff, for, 
though the statements of the three passages are occasioned by different causes. 
and addressed to men exposed to different influences, it cannot be reasonably 
doubted that, in the mind of the Apostle, they belonged together as expressing 
his view of Christ. The verses here, as well as those in the other Epistles, 

must be examined in this light. Examining them thus we find—(b) that the 
writer traces out a progressive development in the matter of which he is speaking. 

His primary object, as connected with his exhortation to the readers, is to show 

how Christ by His voluntary humbling of himself reached the exaltation which 

He has attained. For the setting forth of this, he tells what He gaye up in 

thus humbling Himself, what He did while here on earth in the same line of 

self-renunciation, and what is the greatness and glory of His reward. This 
progressive character of the statements is an important element in the question 

of the interpretation —(c) The progressive development alluded to points, in and of 

itself, most naturally to a condition antecedent to what is indicated by éévwoev 
of ver. 7; to what took place in and at the time of the act of emptying Himself; 

to that humiliation and death which followed upon the kévwore and completed 
the self-renunciation ; and to the exaltation at the end, with all that it involved — 
(d) The most natural interpretation of the clauses as related to each other, and 

of the individual words and phrases, accords with and confirms the understanding 

of the passage which the observation of its general progress would suggest. 

In the consideration of these individual words-and phrases we may notice the 
following points:—(1) The natural interpretation of the words éavrdv éxévocev 
suggests a giving up, not of something which He might assume, but of something 
which He already possessed. This is confirmed by the contrast of irapyov with 
yevouevoc, and of év popdi Oeov with AaBdv popgpv dobAov, and perhaps, also by 
the emphatic position of éavrév. The indication of these words is that, at a certain 
time, the question arose whether He should retain something which He had had 
before and still had, or whether He should lay it aside for something else which 
was lower, and which even involved an emptying of Himself; and that He volun- 
tarily chose the latter course. He could not, either in the strict. sense or figura- 
tively, empty Himself of what did not previously appertain to Him.—(2) That 
which thus previously appertained to Him, and of which He emptied Himself, is 
indicated by pop9i) Oeov as contrasted with op¢?) dovdod. He emptied Himself by 
giving up the former and taking the latter. The condition designated by év pop¢7 
Geod must, therefore, be a condition antecedent to éxévocer, and imap yov «7.2. must 
refer to the pre-incarnate state-—(3) The significance of yop¢7 in the N.T. and 
the writings of Greek authors, as distinguished from oyjua, cannot perhaps be 
determined with absolute certainty in all cases. It is in general well established, 
however ; and, in a case like the present, where the use of the two words shows the 
writer’s intention, there can be no reasonable doubt that “op¢# has its own peculiar 
force—denoting that form which is the outward expression of, and is conceived 
of as immediately connected with, the inward nature. ya, on the other hand, 
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has the sense of fashion, appearance, form, as not thus closely and vitally related 
to essence.—(4) It must be noticed, however, that Paul does not use in these verses 
ovaia or dicwc—that is, words directly expressing the notion of essence or nature, but 
that he limits himself to words which relate to form, “op@# and oyjua. The con- 
trast is one of “opo#, and not of oioia, so far as the expressions of the sentence set 
it forth. It is also noticeable that, in connection with the idea of assuming the 
uop¢i) dovAov, words of less significance than op¢7 are added—namely, duotwua and 
ox7ua.—(5) ‘The indication as to the Apostle’s thought which the facts give is, 
that in emptying Himself Christ did not lay aside His divine nature, but that form 
which would, of itself, immediately lead the one who beheld it to the belief that 
He had this nature. The terms and precision of scientific doctrinal statement are 
not to be looked for in a passage where the language employed is intentionally of 
another character, i. e., the language of ordinary letters and discourse. Within 
the possibilities of the style which he adopts, the Apostle is careful to use words, to 
add suggestions of limitation, to repeat, in some measure, with modifying clauses 
or expressions, to guard against misunderstanding; and his words and statements, 
when taken together, all show that what he intended to declare was this—that 
Christ had in the pre-incarnate state the op¢7 60d which implied divine nature, 
but that, in emptying Himself, He laid aside the form, but not the nature; that 
He assumed the human, but did not give up the divine in every sense. The. 
Pauline idea as to the divine nature of Christ is thus expressed by év popd7 Geo 
brdpxov. 

(6) A further expression of the idea is found in 76 elva: ica Oe, and also in 
connection with the word dprayyuév. The phrase rd eiva ica Ge must, from the form 
of the sentence, have an immediate relation to év opd. Geov ix. As opdf implies 
diyme nature,—only in its exhibition outwardly,—7r0 elvac «,7.A. cannot be other- 
wise than consistent with this idea. And this, whether ica be taken, with Meyer 
and others, in the simple adverbial sense’and eivas be understood as equivalent to 
existere—so that the meaning is the God-equal existence (existence in the way of 
parity with God) ; or whether, with Lightf. and others, ica be regarded as a predi- 
cate and elvac as haying its ordinary sense—to be on an equality with God. This 
phrase conveys the idea, on the more internal side, of that which, on the external 
side, is set forth by op9¢7. The two together, as Meyer remarks in his foot-note 
(page 69), exhaust the idea of divinity; and, as he also remarks in the foot-note 
on page 72, the 76 eivar ica de is the Pauline Vedc qv 6 Adyoc. As regards the 
exact force of the words, the use of the ica in a predicative way is legitimate, as 
proved by Job xi. 12 and other examples. But the connection and progress of 
the thought in the verses may be regarded as, on the whole, favoring Meyer’s 
view, and as showing that Paul had in mind the divine mode of existence. That 
ica has the sense of equality, and not mere likeness, is made evident by all the in- 
dications of the passage.—(7) The word dprayydé¢ must be understood either (x) as 
haying the actiye sense of the oc termination of verbal nouns, a robbing ; or (y) as 
equivalent to the passive form in ja, a thing robbed or seized, prada, res rapta; or 
(z) as holding a sort of intermediate position between the two, a thing to be grasped, 
res rapienda. If either x or y is adopted as the true explanation, the phrase indi- 
cates, in itself, that the equality spoken of was a thing already belonging to Him: 
He did not look upon it as a thing which was a foreign possession, which He could 
only possess by an act of robbing, or as something robbed. If z is adopted, two 
suppositions are possible—either He did not count it a thing already in possession, 
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which was to be grasped as if he would not let it go; or a thing not already pos- 
sessed, which was to be eagerly laid hold of. While both of these are possible, 
however, the following verb é«évwcev, which is adapted to express the divesting 
one’s self of what one has, rather than the refusal to seize upon what one has not, and 
the preceding words év yop¢i Yeod tmdpyov show the former of the two to be the 
correct one. In whichever of the three ways dpayyév is explained, therefore, this 
phrase, as well as the other two already considered, sets forth the divinity of Christ. 
The explanation designated by zis to be preferred as meeting most satisfactorily 
the demands of the strong adversative conjunction ajAd, Emptying Himself by 
taking the form of a servant was the direct opposite to the regarding 10 elva: ica 
Wew as a thing to be firmly held in possession—(8) The word dobdov (ver. 7) is 
evidently contrasted with #eod, and the words év éu. avdp, yevouevoc are explanatory 
of the way in which He took the op¢7 dobAov. The view of Meyer with respect 
to this point must be regarded as correct, as also his explanation of the use of the 
word éuoiapa, “Christ, although certainly perfect man, was by reason of the divine 
nature present in Him, not simply and merely man, but the incarnate Son of God.” 
This is the Pauline 6 Adyoc oap& éyévero, The carefulness in the selection of the 
language, within the limits of the figures, ete., which are used, is very striking. 
He assumes the nature of man, as suggested by “opd#, but not so as to exchange 
the divine nature for it and thus divest Himself of the divine nature (év 6u. yev.— 
(9) This latter idea is still further brought out by xa? cyfuare eipedeie d¢ v8 pwroc, — 
If there words are, as Meyer holds, to be connected immediately with the preceding 
participial clause (a new sentence beginning with érare/vwoer), they must be intro- 
duced with this special design. If, on the other hand, the connection is with this 
verb, the same suggestion is contained in them, only that it is less direct and 
prominent. As regards the question of connection, the natural force of the words, 
considered in themselves and in relation to 'the other participial clauses, favors 
Meyer’s view—He was not simply a man, but was in the likeness of men (entered 
into a form of existence like that of men), and was found in fashion as a man 
(there was no observed difference between His appearance and that of a man—the 
divine nature in Him was not perceived). The abruptness of the introduction of 
érareivwoev with no connecting particle is, however, a serious objection to this view. 
A new participial clause seems fitted, also, to the turn of thought from the self-re- 
nunciation and humility manifested by Christ in assuming human nature to that 
which He showed after He had assumed it (10) d¢6 of ver. 9 introduces the ex- 
altation as the reward of the humiliation. The verbs tepiywoev and éyapicato 
are used, thus, from the standpoint of the work of Christ and His condition upon 
the earth, and do not carry with them any necessary indication as to His relation 
to God the Father in His doupxog state. The subordination of Christ suggested in 
this passage is only that connected with His Messianic position and His carrying 
out of the Father’s plan of salvation. 

(11) The reference of 7 6voua (ver. 9), may be to honor and dignity (comp. Eph. 
i. 21); or to a particular name given to Christ. The fact that the article is used 
points to the latter as more probable. If some special name is intended, the pass- 
age suggests only two—ipcoc and ’Iyootc. The indications of the verses (9-11), 
when taken together, favor the view that the name is ‘I7joov¢; because the bowing 
is declared to be in the name of Jesus, and because the confession that He is xépzo¢ 
does not seem to be the recognition iy the worshipers of a divinely given name, 
but rather the expression of the worship itself. The name Jesus, however, cannot 
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be understood here simply as the name given to Him at the beginning (Matt. i. 
21), but as having its final and full significance in the universal honor given to it 
and the universal acknowledgment that He is Lord—(12) Vv. 10, 11 set forth 
(iva) the purpose of God in thus giving Christ the name which is above every 
name. With respect to these two verses, it may be noticed (w) that the expression 
év T@ ov, "Inco declares that the homage is to move in the sphere of his name, and, 
if interpreted most strictly, it would seem to point towards a willing and true wor- 
ship. The latter sense, however, cannot be insisted upon as certainly in the words; 
(x) that the worship is declared to be on the part of all—either all intelligent be- 
ings in heaven, on earth, and under the earth, or all things, i.e. all creation. The 
language employed (74v yévv, taca yAcoa), favors the reference to intelligent beings, 
but can hardly be said, in a passage of this character, to prove it. This, however, 
is probably the true view of the meaning; (y) that xarayVoviwy is to be taken as 
-referring to the dead in Hades, as Meyer and others hold; (z) that éowoAoyfoerat 
means confess in full or openly, and that it is also a word which may be used of 
hearty, willing confession—(13) The main thought of vv. 10, 11, for the expres- 
sion of which they are written, is evidently that of the exaltation of Christ, and 
not that of the union of all intelligent beings with Him as willing subjects. This 
fact must be borne in mind in the consideration of any points in the verses, which 
may appear to indicate such voluntary subjection on the part of all. In view of 
this fact, also, the inquirer as to Paul’s doctrine of the future should carefully ex- 
amine all his statements on the subject, and should discover in the present passage 
only what it clearly affirms. The Pauline view of Christ’s exaltation can be 
proved from these verses. What the Pauline view of the eternal condition of men 
is to be, must be sought for in other passages taken in connection with this one, and 
not in this one alone. 


XI. Vv. 12, 13. 


(a) In relation to woutebecfe of i. 27, Vv. 12-18 contain the third point in 
which the Apostle would urge the Philippians to conduct themselves, as citizens 
of the new kingdom, in a manner worthy of the gospel. Firmness in contending 
for the gospel faith, accompanied by unity of spirit; unity of spirit among them- 
selves, accompanied by humility and self-renunciation ; self-renunciation, inspired 
by and in imitation of the example of Christ, as leading to the most careful and 
earnest effort to fail in nothing which might be essential to the attainment of 
salvation ;—these are the three things which he presses upon their attention. 
They are the things which the readers needed, in their condition and circum- 
stances to make them “children of God without blemish in the midst of a crooked 
and perverse generation,” and thus to give him a ground of glorying in them in 
the day of Christ; and for this reason, doubtless, they are the only things which 

-he mentions as elements of the toAd:tetecfar x.7.A.—(b) The immediate connec- 
tion of ver. 12 with what precedes through ore is, as Meyer rightly says, with 
vv. 6-11. The example of Christ, who reached His glorious reward and exalta- 
tion through self-abasement, is urged as the ground of the new exhortation.. As 
the Head of the kingdom had thus acted, they, as its citizens, should be moved 
to earnestness to do everything, and solicitude to leave nothing undone, which the 
end in view demanded.—(c) The emphasis of the exhortation in ver. 12, con- 
sidered simply as an exhortation, is largely upon the words pera $6fov kai rpduov, 
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and the connection of thought with what goes before is, thus, partly through the 
fact that such solicitude would, in one line of its influence, naturally manifest 
itself in self-renunciation. 

(d) The emphasis on pH) o¢ év 77 mapovoig pov x.T.A. is due to the fact that this 
is the real ground of his giving the exhortation, so far as their relation to him 
is concerned. The explanation which Meyer gives of o¢ and of this entire clause 
(with which Ell. and some others also agree), is simpler and better than that 
which he mentions as favored by Weiss, de Wette, Lightf., and others——(e) Ver. 
13 is subordinate to ver. 12, the main thought moving on in yer. 14. The rela- 
tion of ver. 13 to ver. 12 is that of a reason for the carrying out of the exhortation, 
Work out, etc., and the reason given is, as Meyer says, in the line of encourage- 
ment. Whatever general theological statement may be properly founded upon 
the words of this verse, it must be observed that they are directly applied to, 
and spoken of, those who have already entered upon the Christian life. The 
Apostle in this passage, does what the N. T. writers generally do when they speak 
of God’s election of men, His predestinating purpose, His working for the accom- 
plishment of that purpose, so far as this working lies back of man’s working. 
He does not allude to the subject in its relation to unbelievers or to men before 
their conversion, but solely as a ground of confidence and comfort to those who 
have already believed. He tells the Christian that he may have joyful and vic- 
torious hope in his living and working, because he can rest upon the eternal 
purpose of God.—(f) ixép rig evdoxiag is to be connected with évepyv, Evdoxia, 
with its kindred verb evdoxeiv, when used of God, seems to tend, in the N. T., 
towards the idea of good pleasure rather than good will, and to refer to free, 
unconditioned will, or favoring will. That the meaning in this case may be good 
wil, as Meyer understands it—that is, “in order to satisfy His own benignant 
disposition,” cannot be doubted. But the peculiar character of the statement, 
“worketh in you both to will and to work tzép rie eid.,” as well as the more com- 
mon usage, may lead us to believe that the thought of the Divine purpose was in 
the writer’s mind, and that the word here means benevolent purpose. tizép—on be- 
half of, for the advantage of, for, in fulfillment of. Grimm (Lex. N.T.) says 
benevolentice (suce) satisfacturus, 


XII. Vv. 14-18. 


(a) Ver. 14 may be regarded as presenting the opposite side of the exhortation 
of ver.12. To act with that earnest solicitude which fears lest something may be 
left undone is directly contrary to murmuring and questioning. évrais, thus, to be 
determined in its limits of application by xatepyafeoVe x,7.A., and yoyy.and dad, are 
to be explained as murmurings, ete. against God, not against other men. There is 
nothing in the context which, either certainly or probably, indicates such differ- 
ences or parties as would suggest the latter reference, diaAoy:ovev is, accordingly, 
to be understood, with Meyer, as meaning questionings (so A. R. V. and many 
comm.), and not disputings, as R. V. As Lightf. well says, “yoyy. is the moral, 
daa, the intellectual rebellion against God.”—(b) iva yévnode x.7.4.—As, in i. 27 ff, 
they were to act worthily of the gospel to the end of standing boldly and without 
fear before their enemies, so here they are to do all things to the end of being 
examples of the true life, blameless children and light bearers, in the midst of 
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evil men.—(e) év xécu is more probably to be taken as qualifying gaiveod_e ae 
gwor., than gwor. alone, as Meyer takes it—(d) Meyer differs from most comm. in 
giving to éréyovrec (ver. 16) the sense of possessing. It is doubtful whether any 
of the passages cited by him fully justify his view; certainly most of them, even 
Thue. iii. 107. 4 mentioned in his foot note, do not. Rob. (Lex. N. T.), agreeing 
with Luther, de Wette and others, makes it mean holding fast; (so also W. and 
Wilk.,Gwynn). Grimm (Lex. N. T.), Ell, Alf, Eadie, v. Heng. and others under- 
stand it in the sense assigned to it by Beza, Grot., Lightf., ete., holding forth. This 
last meaning (given, also, by R. V. and A. V.), is probably correct. Weiss agrees 
with Meyer, Lightf. regards év vic . . . xéouw as a parenthesis, and éxéy as un- 
connected with it and belonging to iva yévyade_ «7.2. But this construction is 
unnecessary, and is even less natural than that which joins the participle with ¢aiy 
@¢ got. The Phil. Christians are luminaries as and because they hold forth, ete. 

(e) It can hardly be doubted that in his use of the words eic¢ xabynua (ver. 16), 
the Apostle had in mind a thought kindred to that of i. 26. As his renewed 
presence with them, in case his life should be continued, would be, through its 
beneficial influence upon their lives, a cause of glorying on their part, so their 
progress and Christian development would be a cause of similar glorying on his 
part. We may believe, therefore—for this reason, as well as because of ver. 17—~ 
that he refers here to the probability of his surviving the present uncertainties. 
Whether ee 7ju. Xp. implies a hoped-for continuance of life until the Parousia is 
more doubtful. It cannot be regarded as certain that it does, and no inference on 
this point can be drawn from this verse, taken by itself—(f) Lightf. regards the 
Philippians as the priests who offer the sacrifice of their own faith, the Apostle’s 
life-blood being the accompanying libation. This view harmonizes with the pre- 
ceding thought. As their becoming blameless, etc., would, in case he lived, be a 
ground of glorying for him, so, on the other hand, if, in connection with their 
advance in faith and Christign living, his death should occur, he will still rejoice. 
It is also favored by the fact that, if Paul presents himself as the priest, we have 
the figure of a priest offering his own blood, which is somewhat improbable. But 
passages such as Rom. xy. 16, 17 represent the Apostle in the exercise of the 
priestly office, making an offering to God of his Gentile converts, and the paral- 
lelism of these passages with this one is noticeable. Most recent comm. adopt the 
view of Meyer, but that of Lightf., which is advocated by some others, is worthy 
of serious consideration. : 

(g) The progress of the verses shows that the joy which the Apostle speaks of 
in ver. 17 (ya/pw), is not joy in the fact that death is gain to himself (i. 21), but 
in the fact that even his death, if it comes, will be immediately connected with 
the development of their faith. His congratulation of the Philippians, therefore, 
or uniting of his joy with theirs, is not on account of the honor which “such a 
martyrdom for the sake of their faith ” would give them (so Meyer), but because 
his martyrdom, like his life’s labors (ver. 16), was for the furtherance of the 
gospel, as related to the furtherance of their faith. 2ovzaipo may mean congratu- 
‘late, as Mey., Grimm, Eadie, Lightf., and many others take it, or rejoice with, as 
Ell, de W., Weiss, R. V., A. V., and others hold. The objection made by Meyer 
to the latter meaning cannot be regarded as conclusive. In the simple, affectionate 
style of this Epistle, we may naturally expect expressions of this sort (“I rejoice 
and rejoice with you, and do you rejoice and rejoice with me”), without any 
thought of the difficulty suggested. Looking at ver. 18 alone, it would seem 
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more probable that Paul would ask the Philippians to rejoice with him in the joy . 
which he felt, than to congratulate him on the happiness which is alluded to as 
appertaining to his death. R. V. renders 10 airé in the same manner, A. V. for the 
same cause. The tendency of recent comm. is rather towards the latter view, the 
words being regarded, grammatically, as a sort of objective accusative depending 
on yaipete. 


XIll. Vv. 19-24. 


(a) The object which the Apostle had in sending Timothy to Philippi was two- 
fold :—first, that which is indicated by iva . . . ivav of ver. 19, and secondly, the 
one referred to in Ta repi budv pepirioe of ver. 20. The same two-fold thought 
appears here, therefore, which has appeared in the preceding context and else- 
where in the Epistle. The Christian progress of the Philippian Church is viewed 
as the thing primarily and earnestly to be desired; but it is thus desired as a 
source of joy and comfort to Paul himself. He thinks of the subject in this light 
because of his peculiar affectionate interest in them, and because, in his present 
condition of uncertainty respecting the future, his mind naturally turns to the 
contemplation of the results of his own work.—(6) That there is a connection of 
thought between these verses and those which immediately precede (vy. 12-18), 
is not to be questioned. As for the particle dé at the beginning of ver. 19, the 
explanation given by Meyer (“However threatening my situation is (ver. 17), 
nevertheless I hope”), may be satisfactory. But, when the whole passage (19-24) 
is considered, we must believe that Paul was thinking, not merely of continued 
life, as opposed to the possibility of speedy death, but also, and prominently, of 
the growth in Christian character on the part of the Philippians, and of his own 
satisfaction in that growth as connected with his own labors.—(c) Kayo of ver. 19, 
however, is not to be explained as if the two ideas just mentioned were in the 
Apostle’s mind in writing this clause. Had this been the case, he could scarcely 
have left one of them, and that so important a one, altogether unnoticed. On the 
other hand, the fact that the clause contains but one verb, evyuvyo,—which by the 
emphatic éyo with its connective «ci is most naturally carried over, in its appro- 
priate form, to the duei¢ to be supplied in thought,—confirms the explanation given 
in Meyer’s note as the true one. Timothy was to comfort Paul by what he should 
have to report of the Philippians, and the Philippians by what he should have 
to report of Paul. The service which he was to render by ministering to the 
faith and life of the church in Philippi is not referred to until the next verse— 
(d) The allusion to this service is brought out in a sentence which gives the 
reason why Timothy was chosen by Paul to be the messenger. This reason, how- 
ever, presents so emphatically the Apostle’s desire to send the most competent 
person possible, that the grammatical subordination of the sentence connected 
with the ydp is more than counterbalanced. 

(e) That Meyer’s view respecting the word to be supplied with ‘tcdypoyov (ver. 
20), (namely, 0‘), is correct, as against the view of those who would supply air, is 
proved (1) by the evident intimation (comp. ver. 20 with ver. 24) that Timothy was | 
sent to fill Paul’s place until he should, perhaps, be able to visit the Church himself 
(2) by the &¢ rarpi rékvov civ éuot édobdevoev of ver. 22; and (8) by the fact that 
the whole matter is introduced as relating to Paul’s own satisfaction in what the 
Church should gain.—(f) el¢ TO evayyéAtov (ver. 22)—comp. the same words in i. 5. 

» 


NOTES, nD ss 


The Apostle’s thought is evidently moving, throughout these two chapters, in 
the sphere of this “furtherance of the gospel,” and the explanation of many 
points must be determined, more or less directly and entirely, by this fact—(q) 
Vy. 23, 24 indicate, once more, the confidence which he felt in his release from 
imprisonment. This release was also, as he believed, to come soon. The date 
of the Epistle cannot be proved from these indications, but they must be regarded 
as strongly favoring the conclusion that it was written not long before the actual 
decision of his case. 


. XIV. Vv. 25-30. 


(a) The marked emphasis on aveyxaiov points to some connection between this 
. statement and what has been said about Timothy. Probably a certain contrast to 
éArifw of yer. 19 is intended. The special reason for sending Epaphroditus is 
given, as Meyer says, in vv. 26, 28; but, in view of the word avayx. and the stress 
laid upon it, we may believe that there was a necessity, to Paul’s feeling, to hear 
again from the Philippian Church, and to give them an inspiring message and 
helpful aid from himself, for the setting forward of their faith. Though he hoped 
to send Timothy soon, and even had confidence that he might, somewhat later, go , 
to them himself, he felt the weight of this “necessity” so strongly, that he must 
send back Epaphroditus at once.—(b) #ynoduyv (ver. 25) and éreuwa (ver. 28) are 
quite generally regarded as epistolary aorists. If so, when taken in connection 
with ver. 29, they make it probable that Epaphroditus was the bearer of Paul’s 
letter. As such aorists, they should be translated as presents, rather than as in 
A. V.and R. Y.; or, as the former verb precedes in time the latter, yyyoduyv should 
perhaps be rendered as a perfect.—(c) In the words ovvepyév and ovverpatiaryy may 
be found another indication of the thought underlying the whole development of 
these chapters——(d) It is doubtful whether Ae:rovpydv is to be pressed here to its 
sense of sacrificial minister, as Meyer holds. The more general meaning of minister 
would seem to meet the demands of the passage. Ell., Alf., and others take it in 
the latter sense.—(e) 7v of ver. 26 is regarded by Meyer as used from the stand- 
point of the time of the reception of the Epistle. Even if this be so, the time of 
the beginning of this feeling and of the sickness of Epaphroditus would seem 
clearly to have been before the date of writing the letter. May not qv érurobay, 
therefore, be more properly rendered by the perfect—the feeling of longing and 
distress having continued to the time when the Apostle takes his resolution here 
alluded to?—(f) The first Atv of ver. 27 evidently refers to the loss of Epaphro- 
ditus, from which Paul had now been saved. The second Atz7v is more doubtful, 
but the view of Meyer seems more probable than that of Weiss and others men- 
tioned in Meyer’s note. The objection made by Weiss to Meyer’s view, that Paul 
expresses a feeling of joy elsewhere in connection with the matter of his imprison- . 
ment, does not seem conclusive, for the reason, first, that the joy was not in the 
imprisonment itself, but in the fact that it had resulted in good, and, secondly, that 
the limitations and trials of imprisonment could not, in themselves, have been 
other than a grief to him. He might have rejoiced in the death of Epaphroditus 
in a similar way, if it had been the means of good to the Christian cause, and yet 
he would have felt it to be a ground of sorrow, and naturally might have some- 
where spoken of it as such. His mind was here upon his own grievous trial; in 
the other places to which Weiss alludes, it was upon what had so remarkably been 
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effected by it—(g) If the textual reading 4:d rd épyov, adopted by Tisch. 7th ed., Alf, 
Mey., Lightf., is correct, épyov refers undoubtedly to the work of the gospel (called, 
absolutely, the work). If, however, Kupwov (W. and H.), Xpcorov (Tisch. 8th ed.), or 
tov Xpiotoi (T. RB.) is to be added, there may be in this general expression an in- 
tended allusion to the bringing of the contribution from the Philippian Church, or 
to some special service or attendance given to the Apostle. The connection of 
thought with ovvepyéy and ovvotparioryv, which is suggested by Meyer, is not im- 
probable, if we adopt Meyer’s view of the text, and not impossible, though perhaps 
less probable, if we read with the majority of the MSS. 


CHAP. II. 117 


CHAPTER III. 


Ver. 3. Instead of Ocov Elz. has Oe, against decisive testimony, although 
again defended by Reiche. A clumsy emendation in order to complete the Aarp.— 
Ver. 6. ¢7/0v] Lachm. and Tisch. read (joc, following A BD* FGx* A 
copyist’s error; comp. the exeg. remarks on 2 Cor. ix. 2—vVer. 8. Instead of pév 
ovv Elz. and Tisch. 8 have yevodvye, which, although supported by A P x, is 
opposed by very preponderating testimony.—The second elva: is wanting in B D* 
FG x*, 17, Arm. Vulg. It. Lucif., e¢ al. Suspected by Griesb., omitted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But how readily may it, otherwise superfluous, have been 
left out before the similar #a!—Ver. 10. The second r# is wanting in A B &*; 
omitted by Lachm.; overlooked as unnecessary—Instead of ovppopdifduevoc (so 
Lachm. and Tisch.), which Griesb. approves, Elz. and Scholz have ovyuopdotpevoc. 
But the former has in its favor A B D* P 8,* min. Or. ms, Bas. Macar., as also 
ovvgoprifouevoc in F G. It. Lucif. Ir. The Recepta substitutes an analogous form 
more familiar—Ver. 11. tév vesp.] AB DEP yx, min., and many vss. and 
Fathers, have 77 éx vexp., which is recommended by Griesb. and adopted by 
Scholz, Lachm., and Tisch. But Paul always uses avdoraoie with merely the 
genitive tv vexpayv, or only vexp, The é« was written on the margin here to 
explain the word éfavacr., which does not occur elsewhere in the N. T., and 
subsequently the erroneous insertion of this é« after rv (so still F G) produced 
the reading t7v é« vexp.—Ver. 12. The Xpsoro alone (Elz. gives tov X. ’Inoov) has 
preponderant evidence.—Ver. 14. éxi] Lachm. and Tisch. read ¢ic, following A B 
X, min. Clem. Aeth. Rightly ; éxi is explanatory.—Ver. 16. After ororyew, Elz., 
Scholz have kavévi, Td aiTd gpoveiv, which is wanting in A B y%*, min. Copt. 
Sahid. Aeth. Hilar. Aug., ef al. There are, besides, several variations, and 
differences in the arrangement of the words. The Recepta has arisen from glosses 
(following Gal. vi. 16; Phil. ii. 2), and has far too little homogeneousness in a 
critical point of view, to enable it to be defended on the ground of homoioteleuton 
(so Matth. and Rinck).—Ver. 21. After jyav, Elz. has ei¢ rd yevéobar até, which 
(although defended by Matth.) is omitted by decisive authorities. An ancient 
supplement.—éavt] Following A B D* F G K P 8*, min. lus. Theophyl., aire 
is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be read ; éavr@ is a more precise definition. 


In iii. 1 Paul seems already preparing to close his epistle; but at this 
point his attention is directed, perhaps by some special momentary 
occasion, to the party of anti-Pauline teachers, against which he at 
once breaks forth with vehemence and irony in ver. 2, warning his 
readers against them; and thereafter, from ver. 4 to 14, he sets forth in 
detail his own bearing as contrasted with the character of those false 


_ teachers. 
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Ver. 1. [On Ver. 1, see Note XV. page 152.] Td Aourév] introduces what 
is still to be done by the readers in addition to what has been hitherto com- 
municated; see on Eph. vi. 10. Hence it is of frequent occurrence 
towards the close of the epistles, as bringing in a further request, exhorta- 
tion, etc.!. To the closing address thus introduced, but at once abandoned 
again in ver. 2, Paul would have attached his giving of thanks for the aid 
sent to him (comp. iv. 8, 10 ff.). This is contrary to the view of Schinz 
and van Hengel, who, from the fact that Paul has not yet expressed his 
thanks, conclude that he did not at this point desire to proceed to the 
closing of the letter. We need not search for a connection with what 
precedes.2. The preceding topic is closed, and the exhortation beginning 
with 7rd docx. Which now follows stands by itself; so that we are not even 
justified in saying that Paul here passes from the particular to the general 
(Schinz, Matthies), but must simply assume that he is proceeding to the 
conclusion, which he desired to commence with this general encourage- 
ment.—yaipere év kvpiv] [XV a.] is a summons to Christian joyfulness, 
which is not xara xkéopov (see Chrysostom), but has its ground in Christ, and 
is thereby specifically defined, inasmuch as Christ—through the Holy Spirit 
—rules in the believing heart; hence the yapa rveiparog dyiov (1 Thess. i. 6) 
or év rvebuare dyiy (Rom. xiv. 17) are in substance not different from this 
(comp. Gal. v. 22). The subsequent double repetition of this encourage- 
ment (iv. 4) is the result of the apostle’s special love for his readers, and 
of the whole tone of feeling pervading the epistle. Moreover, in é xvpiw 
we are not to seek for a new special element, preparing the way for the 
transition to the explanations which follow (Weiss, Hofmann); for Paul 
could not in what went before mean any other joy, either on his own part 
(i. 18) or on the part of his readers (ii. 17 f., 28), and in other passages also 
he does not add to yaipere the self-evident definition év xvpiw (2 Cor. xiil. 
11; 1 Thess. v.16). Another joy in the Christian life he knew not at all._— 
ra avra ypdgew] [XV b.] “ Hic incipit de pseudo-apostolis agere,” Calvin. 
After yaip. év x. there is a pause ; Paul breaks off. 1a aivra has been erron- 
eously referred to yaip. év x., and in that case the retrospective reference 
which Paul had in view is either not explained at all (Bengel, Zachariae), 
or is believed to be found in ii. 18 (van Hengel, Wiesinger), or in i. 27 f. 
(Matthies, Rilliet), or in i. 27-11. 16 (Storr), This view is at variance, not 
indeed with the plural ra airé,5 but with the facts, first, that there is no 
express summons whatever to Christian joyfulness generally, given in the 
previous portion of the epistle (not even in ii. 18); secondly, that so sim- 
ple and natural a summons—which, moreover, occurs again twice in iv. 4— 
would certainly have least of all given rise to an apology for repetition; 
and lastly, that aogatéc, in accordance with its idea (without danger), points 
not to the repetition of a summons of this kind, but to a warning, such as 


1Comp. iv. 8; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; 1 Thess. iv. 1; 


2 Thess, iii. 1. Cornelius a Lapide, Michaelis, and others. 
2Chrysostom: éxere "Emadpdditov, &° by $See, on the contrary, Stallbaum, ad Plat. 

HAyeite, ExeTe Tidbeov, Epyouat Kays, 7d eday- Apol. p. 19 D; Miitaner, ad Antiph. p. 153; 

yéAtov émdidwour Ti Viv Acimer Aourdv; comp. Kiuhner IL. 1, p. 60. 


Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Estius, 
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follows immediately in the context. The accusation of poverty of thought 
(Baur) is therefore all the more groundless here. And as the altogether 
vague reference of Theodoret and Erasmus (Annotat.) to the numerous 
exhortations contained in the epistle generally, or to the fundamental tone of 
the letter hitherto (Weiss), is simply at variance with the literal import of 
the words, ra airé cannot be interpreted as applicable to anything but the 
subsequent warning against the false teachers. This warning, however, has 
not occurred previously, either at i. 15 f., or indirectly in i. 27, as Liine- 
mann thinks, or in i. 27-ii 18, as Ewald assumes. Hence many have 
caught at the explanation: “eadem repetere, quae praesens dixeram.’”? 
But this quae praesens dixeram is quite gratuitously imported; it must at 
least have been indicated by ra aira xa? yp. iu. or in some other way. The 
same objection applies against Wieseler,? who takes ra airé as contrasted 
with the oral communications, which would be made to the readers by 
Epaphroditus and especially by Timothy. The only correct explanation, 
therefore, that remains is the assumption (which, however, is expressly 
rejected already by Theodoret) that Paul had already written what follows 
in an earlier epistle to the Philippians* which is not preserved, and that he 
here repeats the same.®> It must remain uncertain, however, whether this 
repetition covers ver. 2 only, or ver. 3 also, or a still larger portion of the 
sequel; as also, how far the repetition is a literal one, which seems to be 
the case with ver. 2 from its peculiar character.—do«vypév] irksome, matter 
of serwple.“—ac¢aiéc] safe, so that ye will the more firmly rely thereon for 
the determination of your conduct.’ Hofmann, without any precedent of 
usage, assigns to dxvypév the sense of indolent cowardice, and takes aaparée 
as prudent, which linguistically is admissible (Heind. ad Plat. Soph. p. 231 
A), but would be unsuitable to the iyiv. The apostle wishes to say, that 
the repetition is for himself not irksome (é«voc, haesitatio), and is for his 
readers an acgaiic texutpiov (Eur. Rhes. 94.) to be attended to. 


Norre.—This exegetical result, that, previously to our epistle, Paul had already written 
another to the Philippians, is confirmed by Polycarp,? who, ad Phil. 3, says: Tov 


1The expedient to which Wiesinger has 
recourse is gratuitously introduced, when he 
connects the xatpete év x, more closely with 
the warning that follows by imagining that, 
in xatp. év x., he detects already the idea on 
which the sequel is based, namely the orjxere 
év kupi, iv. 1. 

2 Pelagius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, so also 
Erasmus, Paraphr., Calvin, Beza, Balduin, 
Estius, Calovius, Wolf, Schrader, and others; 
de Wette undecidedly. 

3 Chronol. d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 458 f. 

#Comp. also Credner, Zinl. I. p. 333. 

5 So Aegidius Hunnius, Haenlein, Bertholdt, 
Flatt, Kéhler, in the Annal. d. ges. Theol. 1834, 
JI. 1, p. 18 f.; Feilmoser, Bleek, Jatho, 
Schenkel, Bisping, Hilgenfeld, Hofmann; de 
Wette undecidedly. 


6 Dem. 777.5; Theocr. xxiv.35; Pind. Nem. 
xi. 28; Herodian vi. 9,7; Soph. 0. R. 834, 
comp. ov« oxvytéov, Polyb. i. 14. 7, also Plat. 
Ep. 11. 310 D: raAn6q A€yery ovTE dKvyjow ovTE 
aigxvvovpmat. ; 

7Comp. Acts xxv. 26; Heb. vi. 19; Wisd. 
vii. 23; Plat. Rep. 450 E; Phaed. p. 100 D EB; 
Dem. 372. 2, 1460. 15. 

8 Ewald also acknowledges the composition 
of more than one epistle to the Philippians, 
but finds traces of them not here, but at ii. 
12, iii. 18. 

2 I cannot at once accept the view that the 
passages in question, ch. iii. and xi., are inter 
polated (Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p. 588 ff.). 
The interpolations in the Ignatian epistles 
are at any rate of another kind. Besides, we 
have from Polycarp only the one epistle ; and 
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paxapio x. évddgou TlabAov, b¢ yevduevog év ipiv kata rpdowrov Tov TéTe éelpbren édi- 
dakev dxpiBac kK, BeBaiwg Tov wepi GAnbeiag Adyov, b¢ Kai arav tuiv éypapev ExtoToAdas, 
ele dc éav éyxbaryre, duvfoecbe oixodopetobae x,7.A.. It is true that the plur. in this 
passage (émaToAdc, ei¢ dc) is usually explained as referring to one epistle (see Cote- 
lerius in loc. ; and Fabricius, Cod. Apoer. II. p. 914 f.; Hilgenfeld, Apost. Vater, p. 
210; J. B. Lightfoot, p. 188 f.), just as is it well known that also in profane 
authors émoroAai (comp. literae) is used of one despatch (Thue. i. 182. 6, viii. 39, 
2), sometimes generally in a generic sense as plural of the category, and sometimes 
specialiy of commissions and orders. See Schaefer, Plut. VI. p. 446; Blomf. and 
Stanl. ad Aesch. Prom. 3; Rettig, Quaest. Phil. Il. p. 37 f. But there is the less 
ground for assuming this construction here, since doctrinal epistles, both in the N.'T. 
and also in the apostolic Fathers, are always described by the singular when 
only one epistle is intended, and by the plural (as in 1 Cor, xvi. 3; 2 Cor. x. 9-11; 
2 Pet. iii. 16 ; comp. Acts ix. 2, xxii. 5) if more than one are meant,—a practice 
from which there is no exception (not even in 1 Cor. xvi. 3), as, in fact, Polycarp, 
in regard to érvoToA#, elsewhere very definitely distinguishes between the singular 
and plural. See ch. xiii: Tag éwcotoAde "lyvatiov tac weugheicac juiv bx’ abrow 
kal GAdac baag eiyouev rap’ huiv, exéupapev buiv, Kad bvereidacbe: aitiveg droreTay- 
pévat clot TH}? LoTOAG Tatty. In order to prove that Polycarp in ch. iii. did not 
mean more than one epistle to the Philippians, an appeal has been made to ch. xi., 
where, in the Latin version, which alone has been preserved, it is said: “Ego 
autem nihil tale sensi in vobis vel audivi, in quibus laboravit beatus Paulus, qui 
estis (non-genuine addition: laudati) in principio epistolae ejus; de yobis enim 
gloriatur in omnibus ecclesiis, que Deum solae tune cognoyerant, nos autem non- 
dum noveramus.” But epistolae ejus cannot here be the epistle to the Philippians, 
for the idea: “ye are in the beginning of his epistle,’ would be simply absurd; 
epistolae is, on the contrary, the nominative plural, and the sense is: “ Ye are origi- 
nally his epistles,” that is, his letters of recommendation, in which phrase allusion is 
made to 2 Cor. iii. 1 ff? The correctness of this explanation, which Wieseler has 
substantially adopted, is corroborated by the sequel: de vobis enim gloriatur, ete— 


we have therefore no sufficient objective 
standard of comparison, in the absence of 
which a judgment founded on taste is very 
uncertain, But even assuming the interpo- 
lation, we should still have the result that 
the interpolator was acquainted with several 
epistles of Paul to the Philippians. Other- 
wise he would have had no reason for using 
the plural, especially as it was already dis- 
tinction enough for the church to have had 
one epistle addressed to it by the apostle. 
1Hofmann also explains the expression 
from 2 Cor, iii. 1 ff, but errs in taking epis- 
tolae as the genitive; he makes this epistle to 
be the whole of the Christians gathered by Paul, 
and thus represents Polyearp as declaring, in 
reference to the Philippian church, that it 
stands first in this epistle, because it is reckoned 
among his earliest acquisitions. According to 
this interpretation, a vast aggregate of 
churches would be depicted as one epistle, in 
which one chureh would stand written first, 


and others after it, each therefore being 
marked by name in the order of its date. What 
a different picture this would yield from that 
presented in 2 Cor. iii., and one, too, deline- 
ated singularly enough! And how unsuitable 
would such a precedence, as to time, be for 
the church at Philippi! By how long a 
period had the establishment of all the 
churehes of Asia preceded it! Hofmann’s 
objection to our view, viz. that the present 
estis would be unsuitable, does not apply, 
since Polycarp realizes the state of matters as 
it stood with the church in principio (év épx7, 
i.e. in the earliest times of the gospel), as 
present; hence also he subsequently says 
gloriatur (not gloriabatur). The conception 
is this: Paul in all the churches of that early 
Christian age boasts of the excellent Philip- 
pian chureh, and so this church serves him 
as so many letters of recommendation, which 
by his gloriari he communicates, and as it 
were reads before, those other churches. 


CHAP. Ilr. 2. 121 


It is, moreover, @ priori intelligible and likely enough that Paul should have cor- 
responded with this church—which enjoyed his most intimate confidence, and the 
founding of which marked his entrance on his European labors—at an earlier 
period than merely now, almost at the close of his life. And Polycarp was suffi- 
ciently close to the time of the apostle, not merely to have inferred such a corres- 
pondence from our passage, but to have had a historical knowledge of it (in opposi- 
tion to Hofmann). 


Ver. 2. [On Vy. 2ff.,see Note XVI. pages 152, 153.] This is now the ra 
airé which he had previously written, and probably in the very same 
words. At least this seems to be indicated by the peculiar expressions in 
themselves ; and not only so, but it serves also to explain the relation of 
contrast, which this vehement “fervor pii zeli” (Calvin) presents to the 
tender and cordial tone of our epistle. That lost epistle had probably 
expressed the apostle’s mind at length, and with all the warmth of con- 
troversy, for the warning of his readers as to the Judaizing false teachers. 
How entirely different is the tone in which, in the present epistle, he 
speaks (i. 15 ff.) of teachers likewise of an anti-Pauline type, and laboring, 
indeed, at that time in his immediate neighborhood! Comp., moreover, 
the remark after 1.18. Those who refer ra airé to the yaipere év krpiv, 
labor in yery different ways to establish a connection of thought with 
Biérere x.7.2.; as, for instance, Wiesinger; that Paul wished to suggest, as a 
ground for the reiterated summons to joy in the Lord, the danger which 
was threatening them from the men described; Weiss: that the readers 
were to learn e contrario, on what the true Christian joy was, and on what 
it was not, based.—,/érere] not: be on your guard against, etc. (which 
would be $2. azé, Mark viii. 15, xii. 38), but as a calling attention to : behold ! 
(1 Cor. i. 26, x. 18), with a view, however, to warn the readers against 
these men as pernicious, by pointing to the forbidding shape in which 
they present themselves.— rov¢ xivac] a term of reproach among the Jews 
and the Greeks (frequently in Homer, who, however, also uses it without 
any dishonorable reference; see Duncan, Lez. ed. Rost. p. 674); used by 
the latter specially to denote impudence, furious boldness (Hom. II. viii. 
289; Od. xvii. 248; Anth. Pal. ix. 302), snappishness (Pollux, On. v. 65), 
low vulgarity (Lucian, Nigr. 22), malice and cunning (Jacobs, ad Anthol. 
VI. p. 18), and the like, see generally Wetstein; used also among the 
Jews in similar special references (Isa. lvi. 10 f.; Deut. xxiii. 18; Rev. 
xxii. 15, ef al.), and, because dogs were unclean animals, generally to 
denote the profane, impure, unholy (Matt. vii. 6; Ps. xxii. 17; Rev. xxii, 15; 
Schoettgen, Hor. I. p. 1145); hence the Gentiles were so designated (see 
on Matt. xv. 26). In this passage also the profane nature and demeanor 
of the false teachers, as contrasted with the holy character of true Chris- 
tianity, is to be adhered to as the point of comparison 1, Any more 
special reference of the term—as to shamelessness (Chrysostom and many 
others, including Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald), covetousness (both 


- i * nee ¢ 
1Chrysostom: ovkért réxva “Iovdaior... Tod aAAdTpLOL Hoay, oUTw Kat obTOL yeyovace 


i ‘ Sanger ear * 
Gomep ot eOvixoi kat Tov Oeov Kai Tov Xpio- viv. 


122 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PHILIPPIANS. 


combined by Grotius), snappishness (Rilliet, and older expositors, following 
Ambrosiaster, Augustine, and Pelagius), envy, and the like; or to the 
disorderly wandering about in selfishness and animosity towards those who 
were living peaceably in their Christian calling (Hofmann), to which 
Lange fancifully adds a loud howling against Paul,—is not furnished by 
the context, which, on the contrary, follows it up with yet another general 
designation, subjoining, namely, to that of the low, unholy character 
(xévac) that of the evil working : tobe Kaxode épyét. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 13. The 
opposite: 2 Tim. ii. 15; Xen. Mem. i. 2.571, They, in fact, labored in 
opposition to the fundamental doctrine of justification by faith.—rjyv 
xatatounv] the cutting in pieces, a word formed after the analogy of rep:ropg, 
and, like the latter in ver. 8, used in a concrete sense: those who are cut in 
pieces! A bitter paronomasia, because these men were circumcised merely 
as regards the body, and placed their confidence in this fleshly circum- 
cision, but were wanting in the inner, spiritual circumcision, which that 
of the body typified (see ver.3; Rom. ii. 28 f.; Col. ii.11; Eph. ii. 11; 
Acts vii. 51). Comp. Gal. v.11 f. In the absence of this, their character- 
istic consisted simply in the bodily mutilation, and that, from the ideal 
point of view which Paul here occupies, was not circumcision, but con- 
cision; whilst, on the other hand, circumcision, as respected its moral 
idea, was entirely independent of the corporeal operation, ver. 3. Comp. 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 489, ed. 2. This qualitative distinction between zepir. 
and xatar. has been misunderstood by Baur, who takes the climax as 
quantitative, and hence sees in it a warped and unnatural antithesis, which 
is only concocted to give the apostle an opportunity of speaking of his 
own person. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact justly lay stress 
on the abolition of the legal circumcision as such brought about through 
Christ (the end of the law, Rom. x. 4),—a presupposition which gives, to 
this antinomistic sarcasm its warrant.s A description of idolatry, with 
allusion to Lev. xxi. 5, 1 Kings xviii. 28, et al. (Storr, Flatt, J. B. Lightfoot ; 
comp. Beza), is quite foreign to the context. It is erroneous also to dis- 


cover here any indication of a cutting off of hearts from the faith (Luther’s | 


gloss), or a cutting in pieces of the church (Theodoret, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, 
Hammond, Clericus, Michaelis, Zachariae, and others), against which the 
necessary (comp. ver. 8) passive signification of the word (not cutters in 
pieces, but cut in pieces) is decisive.—The thrice repeated BAérere belongs sim- 
ply to the éxiov) of earnest emotion,* so that it points to the same dan- 


1’Epydgovrar ‘nev, gnaw, GAN’ Eri kax@, kat Jurisperditos; also in proper names, such as 
apyias TOAAG xelpov épyov, avagrarvtestakad@s Schwenkfeld, whom he called “Stenkfeld.” 
xeineva, Chrysostom; comp. Theodoret,Oecu- _‘In ancient authors, comp. what Diog. L. vi.2, 
menius, Theophylact. 4 relates of Diogenes: tiv EvxAeiSov cxoAnv 

2Theophr. H. pl. iv. 8. 12. €deye XoAyy, THY bé MAatwvos ScatpiBhy Katarpi- 

3 Luther's works abound in sarcastic paro- Byv. Thue. vi. 76.4: ob« agvvetwrépov, kaxogv- 
nomasiae. Thus, for instance, in the preface vetwrépov S€. See also Ast, ad Plat. Phaedr. p. 
to his works, instead of Decret and Decretal, 276; Jacobs, Delect. epigr. p. 188. For the 
he has written “Drecket” and “Drecketal” Latin, see Kiihner, ad Cic. Tuse. p. 291, ed. 3. 
[Germ. Dreck= dregs, filth]; the Legenden 4Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 315; Buttmann, 
he calls Liigenden, the Jurisperitos he terms  _Neut. Gr. p. 341 [E. T. 398]. 
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gerous men, and does not, as van Hengel misconceives, denote three 
different classes of Jewish opponents, viz. the apostate, the heretical, and the 
directly inimical. The passage quoted by him from Philosir., Vit. Soph. ii. 
1, does not bear upon the point, because in it the three ronatitions of 
&BdAewe are divided by yév . . . 6& Weiss also refers the three designations 
to three different categories, namely: (1) the unconverted heathen, with 


their immoral life; (2) the self-seeking Christian teachers, i. 15-17; and | 


(3) the unbelieving Jews, with their carnal conceit. But the first and third 
categories introduce alien elements, and the third cannot be identified 
with those mentioned at i. 15-17, but must mean persons much more 


dangerous. In opposition to the whole misinterpretation, see Huther in 


the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. p. 626 ff. All the three terms must characterize one 
class of men as in three aspects deserving of detestation, namely the 
Judaizing false teachers. As is evident from tr. xatatou#y and ver. 8 ff., they 
belonged to the same fundamentally hostile party against which Paul 
contends in the Epistle to the Galatians. At the same time, since the 
threefold repetition of the article pointing them out may be founded upon 
the very notoriety of these men, and yet does not of necessity presuppose a 
personal acquaintance with them, it must be left an open question, 
whether they had already come to Philippi itself, or merely threatened 
danger from some place in its vicinity. It is certain, however, though 
Baur still regards it as doubtful, that Paul did not refer to his opponents 
in Rome mentioned 1m i. 15 ff. (Heinrichs), because in the passage before 
us a line of teaching must be thought of which was expressly and in 
principle anti-Pauline, leading back into Judaism and to legal righteous- 
ness; and also because the earnest, demonstrative #/érere, as well as 
aoga?éc (ver. 2), can only indicate a danger which was visibly and closely 
threatening the readers. It is also certain that these opponents could not 
as yet have succeeded in finding adherents among the Philippians ; for if 
this had been the case, Paul would not have omitted to censure the 
readers themselves (as in the Epistle to the Galatians and Second Corin- 
thians), and he would have given a very different shape generally to his 
epistle, which betrays nothing but a church as yet undivided in doctrine. 
His language directed against the false teachers is therefore merely warn- 
ing and precautionary, as is also shown in ver. 3. 

Ver. 3. Justification of the preceding +. kararoujv; not, however, “a 
evident copy” of 2 Cor. xi. 18 f. (Baur), but very different from the tatty 
passage amidst the corresponding resemblances which the similarity of 
subject suggested ; in both cases there is Pauline originality. —jeic] with 
emphasis: we, not they. The xararou# being not the unconverted Jews, 
but Christian Judaizers, the contrasted jueic cannot mean the Christians 
generally (Weiss), but only those who, in the apostle’s sense, were true and 
right Christians, whose more definite characterization immediately fol- 
lows. The jyeic are the ‘IopayA tov Ocov of Gal. vi, 15 f., the members of 
the people of God in the sense of the Pauline gospel, aad not merely Paul 
and the true teachers of the gospel (Hofmann),—a restriction which the 
exclusiveness of the predicate, especially furnished as it is with the 
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article, does not befit; in iii. 17 the context stands otherwise.—} repcroug] 
If this predicate belongs to us, not to those men, then, in regard to the 
point of circumcision, nothing remains for the latter but the predicate 
xatatouf! As the jueic, among whom the readers also were included, were 
for the most part wneireumeised (Gal. ii. 9, ili.; Eph. ii. 11), it is clear that 
Paul here takes repctou4 purely in the antitypical spiritual sense, according 
to which the circumcised are those who, since the reception of baptism, are 
regenerated by the Holy Spirit, and therefore members of the true people of 
God; the investiture with their new moral condition is typically pre- 
figured by the legal bodily repcroug of the Jewish theocracy. Comp. Rom. 
ii. 29, iv. 10 f.; Eph. ii, 11; Col. ii. 11; Acts vii. 51. Whether the bodily 
circumcision was present or not, and whether, therefore, the subjects were 
Jewish or Gentile Christians, was in that case matter of indifference, 
1 Cor. vii. 19; Gal. ii. 28, v.6. Comp. the further amplification of the 
thought in Barnab. Hp. 9.—oi rvebuate Ovod «.7.2.] We who serve through the 
Spirit of God, in contrast to the external, legal Aatpeia (Rom. ix. 4). 
Comp. Heb. ix. 10,14; Rom. xii. 1 f. With this Aatpeia, wrought by the 
Holy Spirit,’ there takes place on the part of man (comp. Rom. i. 9), but 
in virtue of that very working of the Holy Spirit, the worship which is 
required in John iy. 24. The article oi extends also to the two participles 
which follow; and the arthrous participles (quippe qui colimus, etc.) con- 
tain the experimental proof that the jueic are the repitou#. The dative 
mvetuate denotes neither the standard (van Hengel) nor the object (Hilgen- 
feld), which latter view would amount to the conception, foreign to the 
N. T., of a worship of the Holy Spirit—but is instrumental, expressing the 
inward agent (Rom. v. 5, viii. 14 f., e¢ al.) : vi spiritus divint (Rom. viii. 18, 
etal.). On the absolute Aarpevew, to render divine worship, comp. Luke ii. 
87; Acts xxvi.7; Heb. ix. 9, x. 2; Rom. ix. 4; 3 Esdr. iv. 54.—xavyéu. tv 
X, ’I.] and who glory in Christ Jesus (as Him through whom alone we have 
attained righteousness, etc., see ver. 9; comp. Gal. vi. 14), not in our own 
privileges and legal performances, as those false teachers do, who place 
their confidence in what is fleshly, i.e.in that which belongs to material 
human nature and has nothing in common with the divine blessings of 
the Christian (such as circumcision, descent, outward observance of the 
law, comp. vv. 4-6). Hence the contrast: kat ob« é capxt merodérec, with 
which the disposition of mind contrary to the cavyao0a: év X.’I. (from which 
disposition the xavyao0a, opposed to that Christian xavyacfa, of itself 
results) is negatived ; so that this contrast is pregnant, belonging, however, 
by way of antithesis, to the second statement, and not containing a separ- 
ate third one (Hofmann). If x. ob« é» o, mex. were merely a more precise 
definition of purport added to xavy. év X. I. (Weiss), it must have been 
added without «ai. As to odx in the passage, referring to concrete persons 


1True Christianity is, according to Paul  y.17, in which the letter has yielded to the 
also, the true continuation of Judaism, and spirit. 
that not merely of the promise given in it, “If we adopt the reading mvevmate Oca, mvev- 
but also of the law; the latter, however, jar: must be understood as in Rom. i.9. See 
according to the idea of the wAjpwors, Matt. Reiche, Comment. crit. p. 229 ff. 


CHAP. II. 4. 125 


and a definite fact, and negativing not merely the é capi (Hofmann), but 
the actual position é ¢. reraé., see Winer, p. 451 f. LE. T. 485]; Baeum- 
lein, Partik. p. 276 f. 

Ver. 4. [On Vy. 4-11, see Note XVII. pages 153-155.] By the ov« év capri 
merov@., Which he had just used, Paul finds himself led to his own personal 
position ; for he was, in fact, the proper organ of the anti-Judaizing tend- 
ency expressed in ver. 3, and the real object against which the whole con- 
flict with it was ultimately directed. Hence, by the words ov« é capkt 
nero. he by no means intends to concede that he is destitute of that 
nerroiGnore Which was founded on externals ;! no, in this respect also he has 
more to show than others, down to ver. 6.2, So no one might say that he 
was despising what he himself did not possess—The classical xairep with 
the participle (only used here by Paul; and elsewhere in the N. T. only 
in Heb. v. 8, ef al. ; 2 Pet. i. 12), adds to the adversative sentence a limit- 
ing concessive clause (Baeumlein, Partik. p. 201 f.), and that in such a 
way, that from the collective subject of the former the apostle now with 
emphasis singles out partitively his own person (éyé).2_—_ If, following the 
Homeric usage, he had separated the two particles, he would have written : 
kai éy4 zep.; if he had expressed himself negatively, he would have said: 
ovdérep Ey ovx Exyav.—The confidence also in flesh, t.e. mm such circum- 
stances as belong to the sphere of the materially human, is in éyov (comp. 
2 Cor. iii. 4) conceived as a possession; he has this confidence, namely, 
from his personal position as an Jsraelite—a standpoint which, laying out 
of view for the moment his Christian transformation, he boldly adopts, in 
order to measure himself with his Judaistic opponents on their own 
ground of proud confidence, and thereupon in ver. 7 ff. yet again to 
abandon this standpoint and to make those Israelitish advantages vanish 
into nothing before the light of his vital position as a Christian. Hence 
the rezoifyore, his possession of which he in the first instance urges, 1s not 
fiduciae argumentum (Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, and others, including 
Flatt, Hoelemann, and Weiss); nor is the possession of it to be viewed as 
something which he might have (Storr, Rilliet, Matthies, Ewald); nor is it 
to be referred to the pre-Christian period of the apostle’s life (van Hengel). 
The latter is also the view of Hofmann, who holds éyov (and then d:dxwv 
also) as the imperfect participle, and gives to the whole passage the in- 
volved misinterpretation : that xairep introduces a protasis, the apodosis of 
which follows with 4224 in ver.7. In accordance with this view, ver. 4 is 
supposed to mean: “ Although I possessed a confidence, and that, indeed, 
based on such matters as are flesh, if any other ventures to trust in such things, 
I for my part possessed confidence in a higher degree.” This is erroneous, 
first, because the familiar 4424 of the apodosis is used indeed after kairoc 
(with finite tense ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 68 E; Parm. p. 128 C), but 


lai év capei, namely, in addition to the full stop; and after dpeurros in ver, 6 another 
higher Christian relations,on which I place full stop. So also Lachmann and Tischen- 
my confidence. dorf. In opposition to Hofmann’s confusing 

2 Only a comma is to be placed after 7eo- construction of the sentence, see below. 
@éres in ver.3; but after év capxi in ver.4 a 3 Comp. Kuhner, II. 1, p. 246. 8, 
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not after the common «aizep with participle, attaching itself to a govern- 
ing verb; secondly, because «ai before év capxt means nothing else than 
also, which dos not suit the interpretation of Hofmann, who desires to 
force upon it the here inappropriate sense, and that indeed ; thirdly, be- 
cause the present doxei presupposes the present sense for éywv also; and 
lastly, because with éya na2A0v the present (in accordance with the precsél 
ing doxei), and not the imperfect, again suggests itself as to be supplied. 
And how awkward would be the whole form of expression for the, after 
all, very simple idea !—ri . . . dA20c] quite generally: any other person, but 
the intended application to the above-mentioned Judaizers was obvious’ to 
the reader. See the sequel. The separation by doxez lays all the stronger 
stress on the ric¢.—doxei] not: “ thinks to be able to confide” (de Wette and 
many others); nor yet: “si quis alius videtur” (Vulgate), since it is a 
matter depending not upon the judgment of others, but upon his own 
fancy, according to the connection. Hence: if any one allows himself to 
think, if he presumes. Just in the same way, as in the passage parallel also 
in substance, Matt. iii. 9. Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 16—éya paA2ov] se. dona mer. év 
capxi, I for my part presume it still more. This mode of expression im- 
plies a certain boldness, defiance; comp. 2 Cor. xi. 21. 

Vv. 5, 6. Predicates of the éyé, by which that éy@ uaAor is justified —If 
those Judaizers were, as may be inferred from our passage, partly proselytes 
(to these the repr. d«rafu. stands in contrast), partly persons whose Jewish 
descent was not so noble and pure as that implied in é« yévouc. . . . "EBpaiwv, 
and if they could not boast of any such law-strictness, zealous activity, and 
righteousness, as is described in kard véuor .. . dueurroc; and if, on the other 
hand, there were found conjoined in the case of Paul the elements here 
adduced of ancient theocratic legitimacy and perfection; the é@ naAAov in 
ver. 4 was completely made good.—zepirouh dkrafu.| in respect to cirewm- 
cision an eighth-day-one, not older, as were the proselytes who were only cir- 
cumcised at a later period of life. The eighth-day character in the relation 
specified by epzrou# is conceived as a quality of the persons concerned, 
which distinguishes them from those circumcised later. The reading 
mepiTouy as nominative (some min, and Fathers, Erasmus, Vatablus, Corne- 
lius a Lapide, Mill, Bengel, Matthies, Heinrichs, and others, also Elz. 1624, 
1633, not 1641), so that it would stand in the concrete sense (cirewmcisus), 
is erroneous, because this usage occurs only collectively —ix yévove ’Iap.] that 
is, a descehdant of Jacob, not, therefore, possibly of Idwmaean blood. The 
theocratic name "Iep, corresponds entirely with the design of the passage. 
Comp. on Eph. ii, 12. On what follows, comp. 2 Cor. xi. 22; Rom. xi. 1. 
—yurjc Bera. therefore not, possibly, an Ephraimite (Ezra iv. 1); a cli- 
mactic more precise definition of the ebyévera.? For its fuller exhibition 
Paul finally specifies the last feature of his lineage: ‘EBpaioc é¢ ‘EBp., that 
is, a Hebrew born of Hebrew parents, so that his mother also was a Hebrew — 


1 For instances of the personal use of such _p. 234 f. 


nomina dialia, see especially Wetstein on 3 ebyevins yap 7 dios Kak evyevav, Soph. Phil. 
John xi. 39; comp. generally Kiihner, II. 1, 862 (874). 
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woman. His lineage is not carried further back in respect to both parents, 
because it was not the custom to trace back the genealogy of the wives. 
Inappropriate to the context is the rendering of Michaelis, following 
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact: “one speaking Hebrew, born 
of Hebrew-speaking parents.” It is also erroneous, following the Greek 
Fathers, to take é¢ ‘Ep. of the tota majorum series,’ because this was after 
the two previously specified points self-evident. If, among his ancestors, 
Paul had had one who was a non-Hebrew, he would not have ‘been de- 
scended from Jacob and Benjamin, but from the non-Hebrew and his 
forefathers. For instances of expressions quite similar to ‘Ep. é ‘Efp., 
used to denote the identity, as conditioned by birth, of a man’s position 
with that of his parents, see Wetstein and Kypke; they occur very fre- 
quently in classic authors.—«ard véyov x.7.4.] After his Jewish ebyévera there 
now follows his distinguished personal position in Judaism, set forth in a 
threefold climactic gradation : (1) In respect of the law (of Moses) a Phari- 
see. Comp. Acts xxyi. 5, xxii.6. The Pharisees stood in the closest and 
strictest relation to the law, as they with their traditions were regarded as 
the most orthodox expositors, defenders, and observers of it. The inter- 
pretation of vévov, not in its habitual historic sense, but generally as regu- 
lar rule (Beza) or disciplina (aipectc) (Castalio, Wolf, Grotius, Storr, Hein- 
richs, Rheinwald, Hoelemann, and others), is all the more erroneous, 
since the validity of the Mosaic law in Christianity was the very principle 
upheld by those Judaizers; see also below, dcxazoo. r. év-vbuy. (2) In respect 
of zeal (zealous maintenance and championship of the law-religion, 1 Mace: 
li. 58; Acts xxi. 20; Gal. i. 14), a persecutor of the church. Comp. Gal. i. 
13 f. The present participle is used as a substantive, comp. on Gal. i. 23. 
What Paul, to his deep grief, had been (1 Cor. xv. 8 f.; 1 Tim. i. 18), he, 
with a bitter recalling of his former distinction in Judaism, throws, by way 
of confronting the Jewish zealots, into the scale, as a characteristic pre- 
dicate not yet extinct. And precisely thus, unaccompanied by any roré 
as in Gal. i. 23, it carries from the standpoint to which he has now attained 
very strong weight (in opposition to Hofmann, who holds the present 
sense to be impossible here). (8) In respect to righteousness, which is 
grounded on the law [XVII a.] having become blameless [XVII b.] (ii. 15), 
having carried it so far (not: having borne myself so, as Hofmann renders 
it; comp. on ii. 15), that human judgment finds nothing in me to blame in 
this respect! That which is here denoted by dcx. 4 év véum is not substan- 
tially different from dcx. 4 é« vévov in ver. 9; comp. Rom. x. 5. It has its 
_ basis in the law, so far as it consists in the accordance of its nature with 
the character and the rules of that institute (Gal. iii. 11, v. 4), and pro- 
ceeds from the law, so far as it is produced by the precepts of the latter 
which man follows. In opposition to the correlation with ver. 9 de Wette 
interprets: “the righteousness valid in the state of law (comp. Rom. ii. 
12).” Calvin appropriately observes that Paul means “totam justitiam 
legis,” but “ communi hominum existimatione;” that it is not, therefore, the 


1Beza, Grotius, Storr, Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others, 
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real moral fulfillment of the law, but its justitia externa literalis. Comp. J. 
Miiller, v. d. Stinde, I. p. 59, ed. 5. 

Ver. 7. Now, with the antithetic 442d, the apostle comes again to his 
real standpoint, far transcending any reroiévac év capki, and says: No! 
everything that was gain to me, ete.—arwa] quaecunque, the category of the 
matters specified in vv. 5 and 6.1. The emphasis is to be placed on this 
word; comp. raira subsequently.—jv jor Képd7] por is not the dative of 
opinion (Erasmus, Beza, and many others, including Heinrichs, Rhein- 
wald, Hoelemann, Matthies, de Wette, Hofmann; comp. van Hengel, 
who takes «éd7 as lucra opinata); but such things were to the apostle in 
his pre-Christian state really gain («ard cdpxa). By means of them he was 
within the old theocracy put upon a path which had already brought him 
repute and influence, and promised to him yet far greater honors, power, 
and wealth in the future; a career rich in gain was opened up to him. 
The plural «épdn denotes the various advantages dependent on such things 
as have been mentioned. Frequently used also in the classical writers.— 
tavta] emphatically: these very things.—d.a tov X.] for the sake of Christ, who 
had become the highest interest of my life. Paul explains himself more 
particularly in vy. 8, 9, explanations which are not to be here anticipated. 
—tnuiav] as harm, that is, as disadvantageous (the contrast to xépdoc) ;# 
because, namely, they had been impediments to the conversion to Christ, 
and that owing to the false moral judgment and confidence attaching to, 
them. This one disadvantage he has seen in everything of which he is 
speaking; hence the plural is not again used here as previously in xépdy. 
The #ynuat (perfect), however, has occurred, and is an accomplished fact 
since his conversion, to which the apostle here glances back. « 

Ver. 8. 'AdAd [XVII ¢.] is the climactic but, still, much more, giving a 
corrective reference of tne sense, signifying that with the previous drwa... 
Cyuiav there has not yet been enough said. Comp. on 2 Cor. vii. 11. In 
the év ody it is implied, that “yvév rem praesentem confirmet, obv autem con- 
clusionem ex rebus ita comparatis conficiat,” Klotz, ad Devar.p.663. Hence 
Gard piv obv: at quidem igitur. The xai before #yotuac (after 422d p. ody) 
serves also to help the climactic sense, outbidding what has been said pre- 
viously : etiam, i.e. adeo. Itis consequently to be explained: but, accord- 
ingly, I am even of opinion that everything (not merely what was meant by 
drwa in ver. 7) is a disadvantage. It is clear, withal, from the following 
da 7d dmepéxov x.7.A, that mdvra is meant indeed without restriction, of all 
things, goods, honors, etc. [XVII d.] (comp. also Hofmann), but in so far 


as they are not made subordinate to the knowledge of Christ. The explana- 


1 The later heretical enemies of the law ap- 


pealed to this passage, in which also, in their 
view, the law was meant to be included. On 
the other hand, Chrysostom and his suc- 
cessors asserted that the law was meant only 
m comparison with Christ. Estius, however, 
justly observes: “non de «psa lege loquitur, 
sed de justitia, quae in lege est.” 


2 Comp. Plat. de lucri cup. p. 226 E, Leg viii. 
p. 835 B. 

*Comp. Form. Cone. p.'708; Calvin on yer.8 

4On jyeioOat gnuiav, comp. Sturz, Lex. Xen. 
Il. p. 454; Lucian, Leviph. 24, on the relation 
of the singular to the plural képdn, Eur, Cyel. 
311: moAAotot Képdn movnpa Gnuiay juciwaro. 
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tion of others, according to which 42a yév ody is intended to oppose the 
present jyovpa by way of correction to the perfect jyyuai (Calvin and others, 
including Winer, p. 412 [E. T. 442], and the explanation hitherto given 
by me), is incorrect, because jyyza, and not the aorist syyoéunv, was em- 
ployed previously, and the perfect already involves the continuance of 
the opinion in the present, so that no contrast of the tenses would logically 
be elicited. The climactic contrast lies rather in the fact that the second 
qyeicbac Cyuiav is a much more comprehensive one than the first, in fact, one 
without exception (xavra).—déid td brepéxov x.7.2.] on account of the surpass- 
ingness of the knowledge of Christ ; that is, because this knowledge, to 
which I have attained, is a possession which excels in value everything 
else ; the eminent quality of a possession attained is the ground (6:4) for 
estimating other possessions according to their relation to that one, and 
consequently, if they stand to the latter in a relation hindersome to us, 
for looking upon them no longer as something advantageous, but as hurt- 
ful. As to the neuter adjective used as a substantive with the genitive, in. 
order to the more prominent setting forth of the attribute, see Bernhardy, 
p. 155 f.; Winer, p. 220 [E. T. 235].—Xpuoré¢ "Inooitc 6 xupide wou ; this is the 
fundamental sum of the whole contents of Christian knowledge. This sav- 
ing knowledge is the necessary intelligence of faith (comp. on John viii. 
32), and grows with the experience of faith (ver. 10 ; Eph. iii. 16 ff.).—v’ 6v] 
Sor the sake of whom, i.e. for the sake of possessing Him ; comp. after- 
wards iva Xpiordv . . . abt@.—7a ava] the whole, not general like rdvra pre- 
viously (Hofmann), but: which I possessed, vv. 5-7. This more precise 
definition by the article results from 2{yyid67v, in connection with which 
the aorist is to be noted, by which Paul denotes that great historical turn- 
ing-point in his life, the event of his conversion; through that event he 
has lost all his (pre-Christian) valued possessions,’ and thenceforth he has 
them no more. Luther erroneously interprets: “ considered as harm ;” 
and the emotion and force of the expression are only weakened by the 
frequently given reflexive sense (see Beza, Calvin, Heinrichs, Flatt, Hoele- 
mann, van Hengel, and many): I have made myself lose-—a meaning, be- 
sides, which cannot be shown to belong to the passive form of the aorist 
of this verb (not even in Luke ix. 25). The future passive form (700- 
Ofoouac? is invariably damno afficiar.—xai jyobpa «.7.2.] not to be taken as 
independent (de Wette,* Baumgarten-Crusius, Weiss), but, in keeping 
with the climactic flow of the discourse, as still in continuous connection 
with d¢ 6v «7.2. [XVII ¢.]; hence 6” dvr. x. én. is not, with van Hengel, 
to be put in a parenthesis. Paul had become loser of all these things for 
Christ’s sake, and he holds them as not worthy of possession, but as 
rubbish ! cxiBarov,s refuse (such as sweepings, dung, husks, and the like); 


1 Observe here, also, the shrewdly contrived 
correspondence of ¢qucay in ver. 7f ,and é¢nus- 
Onv in ver. 8, in which the former expresses 
the idea of damnum, detrimentum, and the 
latter; I have become loser of. It might be re- 
produced in Latin: “etiam censeo omnia det- 
rumentum (i.e. detrimentosa) esse . . . propter 


9 


quem omniwm detrimentum (i.e. jacturam): 
passus sum censeoque ea esse quisquilias.” 
2See Kihner, aad Xen, Mem, iii. 9.12, Thue. 
iii, 40. 2. 
3 Not to be derived from rots cvai Badd, 
quod canibus projicitur, but from oxap (cKas). 
Bee Lobeck, Pathol. p, 92. 


130 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PHILIPPIANS. 


Ecclus. xxvii. 4; Plut. Mor. p. 352 D; and see Wetstein ad loc.! Comp. the 
similar figurative expressions mepucdbapua and repipnua, 1 Cor. iv. 13.—iva 
X. xepd.] The design in the #yoipar oxbB. elvac: in order to gain Christ, not 
the aim of ra ravra &{nu607v (Hofmann), there being no reason for such a 
retrospective reference. The gaining of Christ, é.e. the appropriation of 
Him by means of the fellowship brought about through faith, is that, 
which for him is to take the place of those former «épdy which he has Jost, 
and so he looked to this gain in his #yovpar oxiBada elvac ; it is present to 
his view as the one and highest gain at which he has to aim. It is true 
that Paul has Christ already long ago (Gal. ii. 20; Eph. iii. 17; 2 Cor. xiii. 
8); nevertheless, this xepdaivey is from its nature a development, the com- 
pletion of which still lies before him. Comp. ver. 12 ff. 

Ver. 9. Kai ebpeQi év abro] [XVII f.] and to be found in Him. The em- 
phasis, which previously lay upon Xpcorév, is laid not upon év air} (Hof- 
mann), but upon the etpeAS placed first for that reason, and introducing a 
new feature of the relation aimed at, annexing to the (subjective) gaining 
of Christ the (objective) moulding of life corresponding to it. The apostle 
desires to be found in Christ, as in the element of his life; by this he 
means (comp. Ignatius, ph. 11) the whole perceptible manifestation of 
his Christian being and nature; so that etp. must neither be limited to the 
judicium Dei (Beza, comp. Flatt), nor taken as sim (Grotius and others). 
Calvin erroneously makes etpefO active: Paulum renuntiasse omnibus 
quae habebat, wt recuperaret in Christo—y Exov x.t.2.] Specific modal 
definition to etp év ait@: so that J, in accordance with this design, may not 
have, etc. Van Hengel erroneously connects (Lachmann, also, and Tisch- 
endorf have omitted the comma after ai7@) uy Ew «.7.2. immediately with 


ebp. év air@: et deprehendar in communione ejus non meam qualemcunque 


habere probitatem. Thus, indeed, év airé would be utterly superfluous ! 
The subjective negation uf flows from the conception of design (iva), see 
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 295; Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 302 [E. T. 351]; and 
éyov is the simple habens, possessing, not: holding fast (am Ende, Rhein- 
wald, Baumgarten-Crusius).—éujv duc. tv éx vduov] See on ver. 6; comp. 
Rom. x. 8. It is the righteousness acquired as a self-achievement (éu7v), 
which proceeds from the law by means of a justifying compliance with it 
(Rom. ii. 18). As to the nature of this righteousness, and the impossi- 
bility of attaining it, comp. Gal. ii. 16, iii. 10; Rom. iii. 19 f,, iv. 4, vii. 7 
ff., ix. 81, et al.—rhy dia riot. Xpistov] contrast to éupv: that procured by faith 
in Christ? (as the causa apprehendens). The causa efficiens is God (His 
grace, see Eph. ii. 8); hence, for the complete exhaustion of the matter, 
tiv éx Oeod dux. is added, in which é cov, correlative to the preceding é« 
véuov, expresses the causal issuing from God. As to the way in which 
this é« cod takes place, namely, by God’s imputing faith as righteousness, 


1Frequently in the Anthol., see Jacobs, Ach. 3In this passage also, therefore, justification 
Tat. p. 522, ad Anthol. VII. p. 173, IX. p. 208. by faith is the basis and presupposition of 
*On the genitive of the object with mioms, further Christian development up to the 
comp.i,27. Against taking itasthe genitive blessed consummation, ver. 11. Comp. Kést- 
auctoris, see on Rom, iii. 22. lin, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 121 f. 
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see Rom. i. 17, iii. 24 f, iv. 3 ff.; 2 Cor. v.19; Gal. iti. 6—ém Th miotec] on 
the ground of faith (Acts iii. 16), added at the end with solemn emphasis, 
and dependent on éxwv, which is again to be supplied after 444d. [XVII 
g-] So also Weiss. The repetition of éyov after éi t. micrer, which Hof: 
mann feels the want of in this explanation, would be simply superfluous 
and clumsy. ’Ezi r. x. is usually attached to ducavoobrny (“ justitiam super- 
structam fidei,” Hoelemann, Wiesinger), some having taken éx/ as “in 
fide” (Vulgate, Calvin), or in fide sitam (Castalio) ; others as “ per fidem ” 
(Beza, Grotius); others, for the sake of faith (de Wette) ; others, upon the 
condition of faith (Storr, Flatt, Matthies, Rilliet, van Hengel, J. B. Light- 
foot). But it may be urged against this connection, first, that, in accord- 
ance with the previous definitions, we could not but expect the repetition 
of the article; secondly, that dixawiefa with éxé nowhere occurs in the 
N. T.; and lastly, that diavcivy in its quality as righteousness of faith was 
already distinctly designated by rj dia rior. X., so that the same attribute 
of it would be expressed twice, and, on the other hand, the éywv which is 
to be repeated after 4/24 (the basis of which is still éri r. x.) would be 
without any more precise definition. In opposition to Hofmann, who 
makes ézi r. zicrec belong to the following infinitive clause, see on ver. 10. 
Ver. 10. Telic definition of the relation expressed by pu éyov x.7.A. in ver. 
9. Paul has not the righteousness of the law, but the righteousness of 
faith, in order to know, ete. [XVIILh.] This knowledge would fail him if, 
on the contrary, instead of the righteousness of faith, he had that of the 
law. So he reverts to a more detailed illustration of 7d imepéyov thc yvéoews 
X., ver. 8, expressing, in the first place, again generally the great personal 
contents of the knowledge accruing from the righteousness of faith (rot 
yrova airdv), and next, more particularly, the most important—especially 
-to the apostle in his position infinitely important—matters which were its 
objects (rv divauw x.7.2..), developing them from his own richest experience, 
which had thus brought home to his deepest consciousness the tmepéxov 
the yrooeae X. The rov yrovac might also be conceived as dependent on 
etpe év abr (Wiesinger, Schneckenburger, Schenkel); but the more pre- 
cise definition of this etpef6 év abré by pi étxov x.7.2. is so important, earnest, 
and solemn, that it most naturally carries with it also the statement ‘of 
aim which follows. Chrysostom joins éni rj rforec to ver. 10: ri dé éotiv émi 
th riote: Tov yuava aitév; dpa dia ricteug 4 yraot, Kai mioTewc avev yrovat 
abrév obk gore. So also Theodoret and Erasmus, and recently Hofmann," 
who, in doing so, takes é7/ in and by itself correctly as on the ground of faith. 
But such cases of emphatic prefixing, while they are certainly found with 
iva (see on Gal. ii. 10; Eph. iii. 18), are not found before the genitive of the 
infinitive with the article, which represents the expression with iva, but in 
such infinitive clauses only between article and infinitive; hence Paul 
would have written tov ér) ry xloret yrovar. Comp. Rom. viii. 12; 1 Cor. 
xvi. 4. Hofmann improperly appeals, not any longer indeed to Rev. xii. 
7, but, doing violence to the position of the words in the LXX., to 2 Sam. 


~ f1Comp. also his Schriftbew. I. p. 618. 
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vi. 2; Isa. x. 82. According to Castalio, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, and 
others, the genitive rot yv. is meant to depend on rq tiorer; “ describit vim 
et naturam fidei, quod scilicet sit Christi cognitio” (Calvin). But ziori is 
never joined with the genitive of the infinitive with the article; and, besides, 
not the nature, but the object of the faith (ver. 9) would be denoted by the 
genitive (Col. ii, 12; 2 Thess. ii. 18, et al.). Nor is tov yvova aitév to be 
regarded as parallel with wa X. xepdjow x. etp. év abrg@,' since it is in itself 
arbitrary to ‘despise the appropriate dependence on what immediately 
precedes, and to go back instead to syotuar oxbSara elvac; and since in iva 
Xprordy Kepd. x. ebpebd év ait@ two elements are given, a subjective and an 
objective one, so that thus there would be presented no parallel corres- 
ponding with the subjective rod yrava x.r.A. Moreover, Paul is in the habit 
of introducing two parallel clauses of design with a double iva (Rom. vii. 
13; Gal. iii. 14; 2 Cor. ix. 8)—The yrava, which both conditions the faith 
and also in fuller development follows it (see on ver. 8), is not the discur- 
sive, or generally theoretical and speculative knowing, but the inwardly 
salutary, experimental becoming-acquainted-with (“ qui expertus non fuerit, 
non intelliget,” Anselm), as is plain from tv divauy «7.2. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 
8, viii. 2; Gal. iv. 9, e¢ al.; frequently so used in John.*—«ai rij dbvayev rig 
dvaort. avrov ‘kat T. Kowwwr. Tt. Taf. a’t.] and (that is, and especially) the power 
of His resurrection and the fellowship of His sufferings. The dbvay. tr. avacr. 
avr. is not the power by which He has been raised (Vatablus, Grotius; comp. 
Matthies), which would be quite unsuitable to the context, but the power 
which the resurrection of Christ has, its vis et efficacia in respect to believers. 
[XVII i.] The special point that Paul has in view, is supplied by the 
context through what is said immediately before of the righteousness of 


faith, to which rot yvova: x.7.A. refers. He means the powerful guarantee ~ 


of justification and salvation which the resurrection of Christ affords to 
believers; see Rom. iv. 25, v.10; 1 Cor. xv. 17; Acts xiii. 87, 88. This 
power of the resurrection is experienced, not by him that is righteous 
through the law, but by him that is righteous through faith, to whom the 
resurrection of the Lord brings the constant energetic certainty of his 
reconciliation procured by Jesus’ death and the completion of eternal life 
(Rom. viii. 11; 1 Cor. vi. 14; Col. iii. 1 ff. ; Phil. iii. 21). Comp. also Rom. 
viii. 384, where this divayic ri¢ avaor. is triumphant in the apostle. As a 
matter of course, this power, in virtue of which the resurrection of Christ, 
according to 1 Cor. xv. 17, Rom. iv. 25, might be described as “comple- 
mentum redemtionis ” (Calvin), is already in regeneration experimentally 
known, as is Christ generally (airév); but Paul speaks from the conscious- 
ness that every element of the regenerate life, which has rv éx Ocov dixatoa- 
yy éxt rh rioTe, 18 aN ever new perception of this power. The view which 
understands it of the moral power of awakening (Beza and others, also van 
Hengel; comp. Rilliet), according to Rom. vi. 4, Col. ii. 12, or the living 
power of victory, which lies for the believer in the resurrection of Christ, 


1¥stius, Storr, Heinrichs, and others, in- Wette, Winer. 
cluding Rheinwald, Hoelemann, Rilliet, de 2See also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 421, ed. 2. 
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according to 2 Cor. iv. 10, Gal. ii. 20, Phil. iv. 18,—by means of which the 
Christian, “through his glorified Lord, himself also possesses an infinite 
new power of acquiring victory over the world and death ” (Ewald, comp. 
de Wette, Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, Schenkel ; substantially also Hof- 
mann),—does not accord either with the words themselves (for so under- 
stood it would be the power of the risen Christ, not the power of His resur- 
rection), or with the following «. tiv xoweviav trav rabyu. abtod, which, in a 
logical point of view (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 10-12), must either have gone before, 
or have been expressed by év 79 xowwvig «7.4. The certainty of our own 
resurrection and glory is necessarily included also in the déivauc, without, 
however, being exclusively meant. By the series sermonis Bengel (comp. 
Samuel Crell) has allowed himself to be misled into explaining dvéoraacc, 
not of the resurrection at all, but of the ezortus or adventus of the Messiah. 
References of various kinds are mixed up by Rheinwald, Flatt, Schinz, 
Usteri, and others.—«ai tv Kowwv. tov rabyy. avtov] In these words Paul 
intends to express—and he does so by the repetition of the article with a 
certain solemnity—a second, highly valuable relation, conditioned by the 
first, to the experimental knowledge of which the possession of the right- 
eousness of faith was destined to lead him, namely, the fellowship of the 
sufferings of Christ, in which he sees a high proof of divine grace and dis- 
tinction (i. 29, 11.17 f.). Comp. Col.i.24. Suffering for the sake of Christ’s 
cause is a participation in Christ's sufferings (a cvprdcxew, Rom. viii. 17), 
because, as respects the characteristic kind and way of suffering, one 
suffers the same that Christ suffered (according to the ethical category, 
drinks of the same cup which Christ drank, Matt. xx. 22).2 The expla- 
nation which makes it: suffering with such a disposition of mind as He 
suffered (as steadfastly, etc.), given by Flatt and others, is imported from 
a rationalistic point of view; and the view which takes it in the sense of: 
the believing appropriation of the merit of Christ (Calovius, Rheimwald, and 
others), is opposed to the words, and at variance with the habitual con- 
ception of a real ovurécxew with Christ, under which the sufferings of 
Christian martyrs were regarded. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
have already in substance the correct view. Observe, moreover, that Paul 
has not written riv dévayev tic Kowvwviac x.t.A. (Hoelemann : “ vim ac pondus;” 
de Wette: “all that this fellowship involves,” comp. Corn. a Lapide: 
“ dulcedinem ac sanctitatem’’); the yryéva, on the contrary, relates to the 
matter itself, to the knowledge of which only those righteous by faith can 
attain, whilst to those righteous by the law it remains an unknown 
element; the subjectivity for it is wanting to the latter, though the object- 
ive suffering is present. It was otherwise with the previous element; for 
the resurrection of Christ in itself—the fact as such—is known also by him 
who 1s righteous through the law, but not so its dévayc, of which only the 
righteous through faith is aware. The knowledge of this dtvayic, in virtue 


1 Estius, Cornelius, a Lapide, Storr, Hein- 2Comp. 1 Pet. iv. 13, and see on 2 Cor. i. 5, 
richs, Hoelemann, and others; comp, Pela- Col. i. 24; also on Thv véxpwo Tod "Inco, 2 
gius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Cor. iv. 10. 
and Theophylact. 
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of which he experiences in the resurrection of Christ the abiding divinely 
effectual guarantee of his justification and eternal life, makes him capable 
also of recognizing in his sufferings for the sake of the gospel a fellowship 
in the sufferings of Christ; the latter knowledge is conditioned by the 
former; he would not have it without the former, because he would be 
driven to look upon his faith as vain and idle, and upon himself, so far as 
he suffers, as éAeevvdrepov révtwr avOpdrwv (1 Cor. xv. 14,17, 19.) The enthu- 
siastic feeling of drinking the cup of Christ is not possible, unless a man 
bears in his heart the mighty assurance of salvation through the resurrec- 
tion of the Lord.—ovupopgifduevoc 7H Oavary airov] denotes the corresponding 
situation (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 10), in which Paul was conscious that he should 
know, as one righteous by faith, the xowwviay tov raf. Xpiotov: inasmuch as 
Iam made like to His death; for his position then was such that he saw 
himself threatened with martyrdom, consequently (comp. li. 17) his state 
of suffering developed itself into similarity to the death of Christ. This 
present state of development of the being made like to Christ is indicated by 
the present participle. The interpretation, which takes it of the fellowship 
in suffering generally, which is here more precisely described (Calvin, 
Estius, and others; also Wiesinger and Weiss), does not satisfy the pro- 
gression from the general ra@judrwv to the definite 6avérm. And the sense: 
“non detrectando mortem ejus morti similem” (Vatablus; comp. Matthies 
and de Wette) is imported into the words, which by Grotius, van Hengel, 
Rilliet, Schneckenburger, and others, are interpreted quite in opposition 
to the context, as referring to the ethical dying to the world, its lusts, ete. 
(Rom. vi.; Gal. ii. 19). The nominative cvuyop¢., which is to be explained 
as dependent, not in a clumsily complicated fashion on etpe( (Grotius, 
Hoelemann, Hofmann, and others), but on rov yravai x.7.4., refers to its 
logical subject. See Eph. iv. 2. 

Ver. 11. Ei rac] ¢f possibly, designating the aim, the attainment of which 
is before the apostle’s mind in the cuupopeiduevoe TO Gav. airov. In this 
case, however, the deliberative form of expression (comp. Rom. i. 10, xi. 
14; Kuhner, II. 2, p. 1034) bears the impress, not of doubt that he will 
attain to the resurrection of the dead (in case, namely, he should not live 
to see the Parousia), but of hwmility under the conception of the greatness 
of the bliss, and of the moral condition to which, on man’s part, it is subject. 
This suffices also in opposition to Baur’s doubt (Paulus, IL. p. 79 f.) whether ° 
Paul could have expressed himself in this way at all. The expression 
excludes moral security, but not the certitudo salutis in itself, as, following 
Estius and other Catholic expositors, Bisping still thinks. The certainty 
of salvation is founded on God’s decree, calling (Rom. viii. 29 f.), promise, 
and attestation by the Spirit (Rom. viii. 10), in faith on the saving facts of 
redemption (Rom. viii. 32 ff.). Comp. Calovius-The reader could not 
feel any doubt as to what igavéoracig rav vexpdv Paul means, namely, 
the jirst,in which oi rod Xpiorod év tH rapovoig abtod (1 Cor. xv. 23) shall 


Yov Oappd yap, dnow, ovmw’ ovtws éramewo-  Brerérw wy wéon, Theophylact: comp. Chry- 
dpdver, Omrep GAAaxod Adyer’ 6 Sox éoravar, sostom. 
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: 


arise.’ Comp. 1 Thess. iv.16, It is the resurrection of the dead xar’ éEoxngy, 
not different from the avdcraci tov dixaiwv. See on Luke xiv. 14. Neverthe- 
less, we must not find this resurrection denoted by the double compound 
éSavdor., the é§ in it conveying the idea éx rH¢ yij¢ eig rdv dépa (Theophylact). 
This é§ is simply to be explained by the conception é r7¢ yc, so that 
neither in the substantial meaning nor even in style (Bengel: “ Paulinus 
enim stylus Christo adscribit dvacraciw, é€avdotacw Christianis’ is éavdor, 
to be distinguished from avdor.; but the former is to be explained solely 
from the more vividly imaginative view of the event which the apostle 
has before him. Comp. on 1 Cor. vi. 14. The double compound substan- 
tive does not occur elsewhere in the N. T. (the verb, Mark xii. 19; Luke xx. 
28; Acts xv. 5); but see Polyb. iii. 55. 4, ii. 21. 9, ii. 85.4; Gen. vii. 4. 
Compl. We may add, that while it has been explained, at variance with 
the context, as referring to the ethical resurrection, Rom. vi. 4 f/ it is 
also erroneous to find in it the sense: “if perchance I should remain alive 
until the resurrection of the dead” (van Hengel, Hilgenfeld); since, on the 
contrary, essentially the same meaning is expressed as in Luke xx. 34 by 
ol xaratwhivrec ...77¢ avactdcewc, and it is conceived as a possible case 
(comp. i. 20 ff, ii. 17) that Paul will not remain alive until the Parousia.* 
katavt. ei¢ (comp. Eph. iv. 13) denotes the attaining to a goal,‘ which, how- 
ever, is here not a point of time, but a bliss which is to be attained. Comp. 
Acts xxvi. 7. 

Vv. 12-14. [On Vy. 12-16, see Note XVIII. pages 155, 156.] Protest, that in 
what he had said in vv. 7-11 he had not expressed the fanciful idea of a Chris- 
tian perfection already attained; but that, on the contrary, his efforts are 
still ever directed forward towards that aim—whereby a mirror for self-con- 
templation is held up before the Philippians in respect to the moral conceit 
which disturbed their unity (ii. 24), in order to stir them up to a like 
humility and diligence as a condition of Christian perfection (ver. 15). 

Ver. 12. Ovy ire] By this I do not mean to say that, etc He might 
encounter such a misconception on the part of his opponents; but “in 
summo fervore sobrietatem spiritualem non dimittit apostolus,” Bengel— 
96n éAaBov] that I have already grasped it. The object is not named by Paul, 
but left to be understood of itself from the context. The latter represents a 
prize-runner, who at the goal of the oradwdpoyia grasps the Apafeiov (ver. 14). 


judgment, at p. 101 ff., as regards the persons 
subjected to it, in a way that is exegetically 
altogether unjustifiable. 

2¥Flacius, Balduin, Coccejus, and others; 
comp. Schrader. 

2 This also applies against the view of Otto, 


1Jt is incorrect to ascribe to the apostle the 
' idea that none but believers will rise at the 
resurrection, and that unbelievers will re- 
main in Hades (Weiss). The resurrection of 
all, as Christ Himself unquestionably taught 
it (see on John y. 28 f.; Luke xiv. 14), is also 


in Paul’s view the necessary pfemiss of the 
judgment of all, of believers and also of unbe- 
lievers (of the xécpos, Rom. iii. 6; 1 Cor. vi. 
2, xi.32). That view, moreover, is at variance 
with the apostle’s distinct declaration in 
Acts xxiy. 15, comp. xvii. 31. Gerlach proper- 
ly declares himself (Letzte Dinge,*p. 147 ff.) 
opposed to Weiss, but still limits the final 


Pastoralbr. p. 233, who has altogether misun- 
derstood vy. 11 and 12. 

4 Frequently in Polybius, see Schweighau- 
ser, Lex. p. 332; see also the passages from 
the LXX.and Apocr. in Schleusner, III. p. 
234 f. , 

5See on 2 Cor. i. 24, iii, 5; John vi. 46. 
Aken, Lehre v. Temp. u. Mod. p. 91 ff. 
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This Bpafeiov typifies the bliss of the Messiah’s kingdom (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 24; 
2 Tim. iv. 7,8), which therefore, and that as fpafeiov, is here to be con- 
ceived as the object, the attainment of which is denied to have already 
taken place. And accordingly, éAaBov is to be explained of the having 
attained in ideal anticipation, in which the individual is as sure and certain 
of the future attainment of the Bpafeiov, as if it were already an accom- 
plished fact. What therefore Paul here denies of himself is the same 
imagination with which he reproaches the Corinthians in 1 Cor. iv. 8 (see 
in loc.). The reference to the BpaBeiov (so Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theo- 
phylact, Erasmus, Bengel, Heinrichs, Rilliet, and others) is not proleptic;* 
on the contrary, it is suggested by the idea of the race just introduced in 
ver. 12, and is prepared for by the preceding katavtjow sig tiv éSavdotaow T. 
vexp., in which the Messianic cwrypia makes its appearance, and the grasp- 
ing of the Bpafeiov is realized; hence it is so accordant with the context 
that all other references are excluded. Accordingly, we must neither supply 
metam generally (Beza, comp. Ewald); nor 7)v avécracw (Rheinwald); nor 
tov Xpiorév (Theodoret; comp. Weiss); nor moral perfection (Hoelemann, 
following Ambrosiaster and others); nor the right of resurrection (Grotius) ; 
nor even “ the knowledge of Christ which appropriates, imitates, and strives 
to follow Him” (de Wette) ;? nor yet the xaravray of ver. 11 (Matthies) —7 
Hon TereActwpac] or—in order to express without a figure that which had been 
figuratively denoted by 77 AaBov—were already perfected® [XVIII b. ¢.] 
For only the ethically perfected Christian, who has entirely become and is 
(observe the perfect) what he was intended to become and be, would be 
able to say with truth that he had already grasped the paeiov, however 
infallibly certain might be to him, looking at his inward moral frame of 
life, the future cwrypia. He who is not yet perfect has still always to run 
after it; see the sequel. The words } 757 dedcxaiouar, introduced in con- 
siderable authorities before 7, form a correct gloss, when understood in an 
ethical sense. For instances of reAevovo#ac—which is not, with Hofmann, to 
be here taken in the indefinite generality of being ready—in the sense of 
spiritual perfection (comp. Heb. ii. 10, v. 9, xii. 23), see Ast, Lex. Plat, III. 
p. 869; comp. Philo, Alleg. p. 74 C, where the Spafeia are adjudged to the 
soul, when it is perfected. To be at the goal (Hammond, Wolf, Loesner, 
Heinrichs, Flatt, Rilliet, and others), is a sense, which rere. might have 
according to the context. In opposition to it, however, we may urge, not 
that the figure of the race-contest only comes in distinctly in the sequel, 
for it is already introduced in ver. 12, but that Paul would thus have 
expressed himself quite tautologically, and that réAecoc in ver. 15 is correla- 
tive with rereAetopat.—dioxw dé] [XVIII d.] but I pursue it, i.e. I strive after 


1As also Hofmann objects, who finds the 
notion of the verb alone sufficient for express- 
ing what is to be negatived, but yet likewise 
ultimately comes to eternal life as a supple- 
ment; for that which is not yet attained is 
one and the same with that which is one day 
to be attained, 


2 Comp. Ambrosiaster, Calvin, Vatablus, van 
Hengel, Wiesinger. 

’This being perfected is not the result of 
the €AaBov (Wiesinger, Weiss), but the moral 
condition of him who can say éAaBov. Note 
that 7 is used, and not cai; cai might have 
been taken as annexing the result. 
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it with strenuous running; see ver. 14. The idea of urgent haste is con- 
veyed.! The dé has the force of an 444d in the sense of on the other hand ; 
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 95, and comp. on Eph: iv. 15. We must understand 
Td BpaBeiov as object to diéxw, just as in the case of faGov and karardBa y/ 
hence didxw is not to be taken absolutely (Rilliet; comp. Rheinwald, de 
Wette, Hofmann), although this in itself would be linguistically admissible 
(in opposition to van Hengel), see on ver. 14.2—ei kai xatadaBw] This «i is, 
as in el rue, ver. 11, deliberative: if I also, etc., the idea of ckoreitv or some 
similar word being before his mind; the compound xara4éfw is more (in 
opposition to Weiss) than éAaBov, and denotes the apprehension which 
takes possession ;* and «ai implies: I not merely grasp (éaov), but also 
actually apprehend—é¢’ © xai xateApgGyv bxd X.]° because I was also appre- 
hended by Christ. This is the determining ground of the drdxw, and of the 
thought thereto annexed, ¢i kai xata2a80, Theophylact (comp. Chrysostom 
and Theodoret) aptly remarks: deckvie, drt ogeiAn éati rd mpaypa, gnot? didre Kat 
cateAnol. Uxd X. Otherwise, in fact, this having been apprehended would 
not have been responded to on-my part. Respecting é¢’ ¢, on the ground 
of this, that, i.e. propterea quod, see on Rom. v. 12; 2 Cor. v. 4. [XVIII e.] 
The interpretation : for which, on which behalf (Oecumenius, Beza, Grotius, 
Rheinwald, Rilliet, Weiss, and others), just as in iy. 10, is indeed linguis- 
tically correct and simple; but it assigns the conversion of Paul, not to 
the general object which it had (Gal. i. 16), but to a personal object. In 
this case, moreover, Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger supply rowro previously, 
which is not in accordance with the objectless é2a8ov. More artificial are 
the explanations: whereunto, in the sense of obligation (Hoelemann) ; 
under which condition (Matthies) ; in so far as (Castalio, Ewald); in the 
presupposition, that (Baur); which is certain from the fact, that (subjective 
ground of knowledge; so Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sunde, II. p. 217). According 
to Hofmann, Paul desires to give the reason why, and for what purpose, he 
contemplates an apprehension. But thus the reference of é¢’ @ «.r.4, would 
be limited to ei x. xaraAaBw, although the positive leading thought has been 
introduced in diékw dé. ’E¢’ @ «.7.2. serves this leading thought along with 
that of its accessory definition ¢ x. xata24é0,—xai] also, subjoins to the active 
xataAaBo the ingeniously corresponding passive relation xareAqg6yv. And 
by xateA4¢0. Paul expresses what at his conversion he experienced from 
Christ (hence the aorist); there is no need for suggesting the idea, foreign 
to the context, of an apprehended fugitive (Chrysostom, Theophylact, 


course, “‘exemplum accipientis jam jamque,” 
Bengel. 


1 Abresch, ad Aesch. Sept. 90; Blomfield, 
Gloss. Pers. 86. 


2Phavorinus: duwxew éeviore Td atA@s Kata 
srovéynv éAavvew; also Eustathius, ad Ii. 
xxiii. 344. 

3Comp. on Rom. ix. 30, 1 Cor. ix. 24, where 
we have the same progression from AaB. to 
xatadkapB.; Herod, ix. 58: diwxréor cioi és 6 
katadaupoertes. 

42 Tim. iv. 7 does not conflict with our 
passage, but is the confession at the end of the 


5 Comp. Plat. Tim. p. 38 D: o0ev karaAapBa- 
vovot te Kal katadapPavovrat, 1 Cor. xiii, 12: 
émiyvecopnar Kabws Kai ereyvooOnv, Ignatius, 
Rom. 8: Oedjoarte, iva Kai dpets OednOqre, Trall. 
5: moAAa yap nuiv Aetret, iva @eov py ActmwpeBa. 

6 Paul is conscious that, being apprehended 
by Christ, he may not and cannot do other- 
wise. Comp. Bengel: quoniam; sensus vir- 
tutis Christi accendit Christianum. 
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Theodoret, and others, including Flatt and van Hengel). The fact that at 
that time Christ laid hold of him on his pre-Christian career, and took him 
into His power and gracious guidance as His own, is vividly illustrated by 
the figure, to which the context gave occasion, kareA790. b70 X. 

Vv. 13, 14. [XVIII f] Once more, and with loving earnestness 
(adeAgo/), Paul says what he had already said in ver. 12 with oby 6m... 
xataadGw; and in doing so, he brings more into relief in the first portion the 
element of self-estimation, which in his own case he denies; and, in the 
second part, he sets forth more in detail the idea: didxw dé ei x. xaraa.— 
éy éuavrdv] ego me ipsum, an emphatic mode of indicating one’s own esti- 
mation, in which one is both subject and object of the judgment. Comp. 
John v. 30f., vii. 17, viii. 54; Acts xxvi. 9, etal. Areference to the judg- 
ment of others about him (Bengel, Weiss, and others; comp. also Hof- 
mann) is here out of place.—Aoyifouac] I judge, lam of opinion,’ Rom. iii. 
28, viii. 18, xiv. 14; 2 Cor. xi. 5, et al.; Xen. Anab. ii. 2. 13; Dem. Ixiii. 
12.—év dé] Comp. Anthol. Pal. vii. 455: & 0 avri révrwr, also the frequent 
év pévov; see Stallbaum, ad. Plat. Symp. p. 184 C, Rep. p. 548 C. It is here 
usually supplemented by mod (Chrysostom appears to have understood 
mov). So also Winer, Buttmann, de Wette, Wiesinger, Ellicott. But 
how arbitrarily, seeing that the context by what immediately precedes 
suggests simply the supplying of Aoyifouac [XVIII g.] (not Aoyif. narerAngévar, 
Oecumenius, Weiss), and this is in perfect harmony with the sense! 
Hence we take it thus: “but one thing J think, unum censeo.” This one 
thing which Paul thinks regarding the matter in question, in contrast to 
the previous negative (dé, as in ver. 12), is then directly expressed by all 
that follows from ra pév dziow to év X."I. Nearest to this contextual sup- 
plement comes the Syriac, which has added oida, and Luther, who has 
added Aéyo. The supplying of Aoyifouac is confirmed by the cognate 
gpovauev, ver. 15. Without supplying anything, é dé has either been con- 
nected with dix» (thus Augustine, Serm. de divers. i. 6, Pierce, Storr, van 
Hengel, and others), or has been taken absolutely: “unum contra!” see 
Hoelemann, comp. Rheinwald. But the farmer is to be rejected, because 
the subsequent d:éxw carries its own complete definiteness; and the latter 
would render the discourse abrupt without reason, since it is not written 
under emotional excitement, and would, withal, require a supplement, 
such as Beza gives by éori, Hofmann also comes at length in substance 
to this latter supplement, mixing up an imaginary contrast to that which 
the adversaries imputed to the apostle: over-against this, his conduct sub- 
sequently described was the only thing which was quite right (?).—ra pév driow] : 
what is behind, cannot be referred to what has been mentioned in vv. 5 and 
6 and the category of those pre-Christian advantages generally (so in sub- 
stance, Pelagius; rwé¢ in Theodoret, Vatablus, Zeger, Wolf, and others, 
also Ewald and Hofmann); this would be at variance with the context, 
for 74 uév oriow ércdavO. corresponds to the negation of the having already 


10¥ belongs to Aoyigouat. The erroneous ing o¥mw (A D & min. yss. and Fathers), which 
reference to xare:Anpévat produced the read- Tischendorf 8. has adopted. 
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attained or being perfect in ver. 12, and must therefore apply to the pre- 
vious achievements of the Christian life, to the degrees of Christian moral 
perfection already reached, which are conceived as the spaces already left 
behind in the stadiwm of the runner still pressing forward; and not to 
what had belonged to his pre-Christian conduct (Hofmann). Comp. 
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact.—érAavdav.] forgetting, like the 
runner who dismisses from his mind the space already traversed, and fixes 
his thoughts only on what still lies before him. This is surely no break in 
the internal connection (as Hofmann objects); on the contrary, like the 
runner pressing forward, Paul in his continuous restless striving overlooks 
the degree of moral perfection already attained, which he would not do, 
if he reckoned it already as itself perfection. érAavOéveoba is joined with 
the genitive and accusative; the simple verb, on the contrary, only with 
the genitive. See Ktihner, II. 1, p. 313. On the use of the word in the 
sense of intentional forgetting, comp. Herod. iii. 75, iv. 48; 1 Mace. i. 49. 
It thus amounts to the sense of nullam rationem habere.\—roi¢ 62 éumpoobev 
émexrecvou.| but stretching myself out towards that which is before. The dative 
is governed by the verb compounded with é7i,? the ézi intimating the 
direction. In the case of such an one running “prono et quasi praecipiti 
corpore” (Beza), “oculus manum, manus pedem praevertit et trahit,” 
Bengel Ta éuzp. represent the higher stages of Christian perfection not 
yet attained.*—xard cxordv didxw] I hasten towards the goal, therefore ina 
straight course towards the prize of victory. The opposite: a7é cxoroi, 
Hom. Od. xi. 344, xxii. 6; Plat. Theaet. p.179.C, Tim. p. 25 E; Xen. Conv. 
ii. 10; Lucian, Icarom. 2; and rapa cxorév, Pind. Ol. xiii. 144. On ddxw 
without an accusative of the object (in opposition to van Hengel), comp. Xen. 
Anab. vii. 2. 20, vi. 5. 25 (dpéuo didxew); Aesch. Sept. 89; Buttmann, Lezil. 
p. 219; Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 213. Comp. on ver. 12. The prize of 
victory (7d BpaBeiov, see on 1 Cor. ix. 24; Clem. Cor. I. 5; Schol. min. ad 
' Soph. El. 680; Oppian, Cyneg. iv. 196; Lycophr. 1154) represents the sal- 
vation of the Messiah’s kingdom (see on ver. 12), to which God has called 
man. Hence: tic évw kAgoewc, a genitive which is to be taken not as appo- 
sitional (de Wette, Schenkel), but as the genitive of the subject: the 
Bpafeiov, to which the calling relates. Comp. Luther: “which the heavenly 
calling holds out.” This is therefore the object of the éAmi¢ rio KAgoew¢ 
(Eph. i. 18, iv. 4).2—} avw KAgjote tov Ocov [XVIII h.] is the calling which issued 
from God above in heaven (on ave, comp. Col. iii. 2, Gal. iv. 26; and on the 
subject-matter, Heb. iii. 1), by which He has called us to the owrypia of 
Hig kingdom. The general form of expression, not even limited by a 
pronoun (such as r%¢ éufc), does not allow us to think only of the miracu- 


1Sturz, Lex. Xen, II. p. 294, 

2 Kriiger, 2 48. 11. 5; Nagelsbach, zur Ilias, 
p. 30, ed. 3. 

On the verb, comp. Strabo, xvii. p. 800; 
Aristot. Poet. 21; Plut. Mor. p. 1147 A, 

4Ta& éumpocbev, is thus conceived by the 
apostle as that which still lies further in prospect 
after every advance in the ethical course; not as 


that which lay before him in consequence of his 
conversion (contrasting with his pre-Christian 
efforts), as Hofmann thinks. It is the ever 
new, greater, and loftier task which he sees 
before him, step after step. 

5 Comp. the Platonic caddy 7d d@Aov Kai 
éAmis peydAn, Phaed. p. 114 C, 
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lous calling of the apostle himself; this is rather included under the general 
category of the dvw KAjou tov Oeov, Which in the individual cases may have 
taken historically very different forms. The dye, which in itself is not 
necessary, is added, because Paul is thoroughly filled with the conscious- 
ness of the divine nature of the «Ajov in its exaltedness above everything 
that is earthly. Lastly, the «Ajov itself is, as always (even in 2 Thess. i. 
11), the act of calling; not that whereto one is called (de Wette), or “le 
bonheur céleste méme” (Rilliet); and the general currency of the idea 
and expression forbids us also, since no indication of the kind is given, to 
conceive of God as BpaBevric or BpaBetc, as the judge of the contest,’ who 
through the herald summons the runners to the race (Grotius, Wolf, 
Rosenmiller, am Ende, Hoelemann, van Hengel, Wiesinger); ric évw KA, 
t. 8. serves to define more accurately that which is figuratively denoted by 
BpaBeiov, but does not itself form a part of the allegory.—év X. ’I.] is rightly 
(so also Weiss) joined by Chrysostom to é:axo? [XVIII i.]. This thought, 
that the diéxew just described is done by him in Christ, as the great 
upholding and impelling element of life in which amidst this activity he 
moves, is emphatically placed at the end as that which regulates all his 
efforts. The usual connection of these words with r. ave KAfoewe 7. Oeod, in 
which the calling is understood as brought about through Christ (rather: 
having its causal ground in Christ), yields a superfluous and self-obvious 
definition of the «afore already so accurately defined; although the con- 
necting article would not be necessary, since, according to the construc- 
tion KaAeiy év X. (1 Cor. vii. 22; 1 Pet. v. 10), év X. I. might be joined with 
KAgoews SO as to form one idea.* <A contrast to the calling issued to Israel 
to be God’s people on earth, is groundlessly suggested by Hofmann. 

Ver. 15. Application of the passage vv. 12-14 for the benefit of the 
Philippians, down to ver. 17.—réAewor] [XVIII j.] denotes not perfection, 
like rereAe‘ouas in ver. 12, but the moral ripeness which, with differences of 
degree in the case of individuals, belongs to the true Christian state that 
has advanced beyond the novitiate—that Christian maturity in which one 
is no longer v#riwc év XpwtH; comp, on 1 Cor. ii. 6, ili. 1; Eph. iv. 18. 
The rereAeioua: is the ideal goal of the development of this réAevy elva, 
contradistinguished from the vyrérnc. The special aspect of this maturity, 
which Paul had in view in using réAew, is to be regarded, not as 
theoretical knowledge,—the doctrine of righteousness by faith being con- 
ceived to be specially referred to (Erasmus, Wolf, Rheinwald, and 
others),—but as the moral character and striving of believers, as appears 
from ver. 13 f.,along with which the corresponding relation of practical 
insight is self-evident as a necessary presupposition (comp. Col. iv. 12, i. 
28); although there is no reason to suppose that particular questions in 
this domain (such as those relating to sacrificial flesh, fasts, feasts, and the 
like) had arisen in Philippi and occasioned division, of which no trace 


tPollux, iii. 145; Blomf. Gloss. ad Aesch. Eve xwpis THs exeivou porns TooovToy SsvedOeiw 


Pers. 307. SiagTnua. Comp. Theodoret and Oecumenius, 
2év Xpiot@ "Ingod todo rod, dyoiv..ov yap 3Comp. Clem. Cor. I. 46. 
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exists. The jealousy and partial disunion in the church arose froma 
moral conceit, which was prejudicial to mutual humility (ii. 3 ff.) and to 
personal genuine striving after holiness (ii. 12 ff). In using deo-—with 
which we are to supply suwmus simply, and not volwmus esse—Paul leaves 
it to the conscientious judgment of every reader whether he, on his part, 
belongs to the number of the réew; but by including himself in this 
predicate, and yet having previously negatived the dy reredeioua: in his 
own case (ver. 12), the apostle removes all idle misunderstanding and 
abuse of his words which might tend to moral pride, and then by rotro 
¢povGuev leaves room only for the consciousness: d¢ redeiov 7d ph vuuilew 
éavrov rédewv eivac, Chrysostom. A tone of irony (Schenkel) is utterly alien 
to the heartfelt character of the whole discourse, which is, moreover, in’ 
this application, ver. 15,s0 expressed as to include the apostle in common 
with his readers. To the Catholic fictions of astate of perfection the pas- 
sage is in direct opposition.—roiro ¢povoyuev] [XVIII k.] let us have this 
frame of mind, namely, which I, in ver. 13 f., have just expressed as mine; 
the frame of humble self-estimation, and at the same time incessant 
pressing forward. Grotius holds quite arbitrarily that Paul reverts to 
what he had said in ver. 3. But it is also wrong to seek the reference of 
rovro gpov. in the passage from ver. 4 onwards: “renunciandum esse splen- 
didis virtutibus Judd. (vv. 4-7), contra in solo Christo acquiescendum 
(vv. 8-10) et ad vyictricem palmam studio indefesso annitendum 
(vv. 12-14),” Hoelemann ;' similarly Hofmann, who. makes it refer to the 
entire presentation—joining on to ver. 3—of a frame of mind which is 
opposed to the disposition of those against whom they are to be on their 
guard. Vy. 4-11 are certainly said by way of warning against the false 
teachers, and are opposed to these; but this opposition is of a dogmatic 
nature, for the upholding of the Pauline fundamental doctrine against 
Judaism, and it is only ver. 12 that begins what has regard to the moral 
progress of the Church in the right way pressing onward to the goal, in 
which respect Paul desires to serve for their model (ver. 17),—as which he 
has sketched himself in ver. 13 f., when he begins with ddeAgoi and intro- 
duces his éyé. Besides, the ¢povapev, which is correlative with the Aoyifoua, 
does not point back beyond ver. 13 f. Therefore, not even the appropria- 
tion of Christ, vv. 8-11, is to be included in the reference of the roto (in 
opposition to de Wette and Wiesinger). Van Hengel is inclined to refer 
roto to rd BpaBeiov; but the readers needed the exhortation to the right 
mode of striving after the fBpafeiov, and not the summons generally, that 
they should have the fpaf. in view. This applies also against the similar, 
although more exact, interpretation of Fritzsche (Diss. II. in 2 Cor. p. 92): 
“hac mente simus sc. ut. To Bpaf. tig dve KAGoewe consectemur.”—xal él te Erépwg 
¢pov.] and if as to any point (71, accusative of the object) ye be otherwise 
minded, take up another way of thinking, varying, namely, from that 
specified in rovro gpovayev, A man may, forsooth, have in general the 


1 Comp. Calvin, Wolf, Heinrichs, and others, including Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, Rilliet, 
and Reiche. 
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same frame of mind which Paul has represented in himself, and to which 
he has summoned his readers; but at the same time an isolated concrete 
case (r?) may occur, which a man cannot fit into the ¢povei in question, 
and regarding which he is of opinion that he ought to be differently 
minded, so that in such a state of things he becomes morally inconsistent 
in his frame of mind, inasmuch as he lacks the befitting ériyvwor and 
aicbyow sic Td Soxiypdtew «.7.2., i. 9, in the moral judgment which deter- 
mines the ¢gpove. Hofmann arbitrarily limits the 7? to some matter inde- 
pendent of the essential disposition of the Christian life. This sense would 
have required a more precise definition, in order to be found. And the 
hope which is uttered in the apodosis, is in perfect harmony with the 
prayer ini. 9 f.; hence Hofmann’s objection, that the readers must have 
themselves corrected the fault which according to our view here emerges, is 
quite groundless. The subject addressed is the readers generally (see ver.17), 
not the v#moe (Hunnius, Wolf, Bengel, Storr, and others, including Flatt, 
Rheinwald, Hoelemann, Rilliet, Reiche), whom several expositors have 
regarded as those who had not yet raised themselves to the pure right- 
eousness of faith excluding the law (see Rheinwald and Reiche), or who 
had allowed themselves to be led away by false teachers (see Hunnius, 
Grotius, Storr). But setting aside the arbitrariness generally with which 
this contrast is introduced, it is opposed by the fact, that Paul does not 
assume any thorough and essential diversity in the ¢povet, but only such 
a variation as might affect some one or other isolated point (72), and that 
not in the doctrinal, but in the moral province of Christian conduct. 
Moreover, if persons led astray were here in question, nothing would be 
less in harmony with the character of the apostle than the hopeful toler- 
ance which is expressed in the words xa? rotro . . . amoxaabper Lastly, 
the change of person (in opposition to Bengel) was necessary, because 
Paul, speaking of a partial érépw¢ gpoveiv, could not include himself—In 
érépuc, otherwise (not occurring elsewhere in the N. T.), there is implied, 
according to the context, an unfavorable sense, the notion of incorrectness, 
secius quam oportet ;! just as &repog (comp. on dAdo, Gal. v. 10) may denote 
even that which is bad or hostile It is here the érepodogfeiv (Plat. Theaet. 
pp. 190 E, 193 D), as frame of mind. This has not been attended to by. 
van Hengel, when he takes with equal unsuitableness ri in an emphatic 
sense, and ¢poveiv as to strive for: “si quid boni per aliam viam expetitis, 
quam ego persequor.”—xal tovto 6 Oed¢ tu. arox.] Expression of the hope 
that such variations will not fail to be rectified, on the part of God, by His 
revealing operation. Certainly, therefore, the variations, which Paul so 
forbearingly and confidently and without polemical handling commits to 
revealing correction on the part of God, were not on matters of principle 
or of an anti-Pauline character—xa? roiro] this also, like other things 
which He has already revealed unto you; so that in «a? is contained the 


' 1Comp. Hom. Od. i. 234; Dem. 298. 22, 5917. 2Wisd. xix. 3; Dissen. ad Pind. Nem. viii.3, 


3; Eustath. ad Od. p. 1448.2; Soph. Phil. 603;  Pyth. iii, 54; Wyttenbach, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 
Valckenaer, Diatr. p. 112. 321. 
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idea also still (Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 185). Hofmann erroneously says 

_ that ai implies: there, where the disposition is present, which I require. It 
in fact belongs to roiro. This tovro, however, is not: that ye, but what ye 

_ wrongly think ; the frame of mind in question, as it ought to be instead of 
the érépwe gpovev, not: “whether you are right or I” (Ewald)? The 
passage is very far from betraying uncertainty or want of firmness (Baur). 
—The aroxatiye:, which is to be taken as purely future, is conceived by 
Paul as taking place through the Holy Spirit (see Eph. i. 17; Col. i. 10), not 
by human instruction (Beza). He might also have written didége (comp, 
Geodidaxrot, 1 Thess. iv. 9; also John vi. 45), by which, however, the special 
kind of instruction which he means would not have been indicated. This 
is the inward divine unveiling of ethical truth, which is needed for the 
practical reason of him who in any respect otherwise gpovei than Paul has 
shown in his own example: for ov zepi doyyatwv tavta elpytat, aAAd rept 
Biov tehecéryT0¢ Kai Tov uA vouilew éavtode TEAsiovc elvac, Chrysostom. Where- 
ever in this moral respect the right frame of mind is not yet completely 
present in one or the other, Paul trusts to the disclosing operation of God 
Himself, whose Spirit rules and works in the Church and its individual 
members.’ 

Ver. 16. [XVIII e.] A caution added to the precept given in ver. 15, 
and the promise coupled with it: Only let there be no deviation in the 
prosecution of the development of your Christian life from the point to 
which we haye attained! Neither to the right nor to the left, but forward 
in the same direction! This warning Paul expresses briefly and precisely 
thus: “ Only whereto we have attained,—according to the same to direct your 
walk !”—that is, “however ye may be in some point otherwise minded 
and, therefore, may have to await further revelation, at all events ye ought 
not to deviate—this must in every case be your fundamental rule—from 
that whereto we have already attained in the Christian life; but, on the con- 
trary, should let the further direction of your moral walk be determined by that 
same.” Such a general precept addressed to the Philippians conveys an 
honorable testimony to the state of their moral constitution on the whole, 
however different in individuals we may conceive the point to be from 
which Paul says eic 6 £¢0., as is evident from the very fact that he includes 
himself in the ei¢ 6 é66., which could not but honor and stimulate the 
readers. On 7A», nisi quod, comp. i. 18; on ¢9dvewv tic, to attain to anything, 
comp. Matt. xii. 28; Luke xi. 26; 1 Thess. ii. 16 (é7/); Rom. ix. 81; Dan. 
iv. 19; Tob. v.18; Plut. Mor. p. 338 A; Apollod. xii. 242. It denotes the 
having come forward, the having advanced. Ewald takes it: if we had the 
advantage (see 1 Thess. iv. 15, and the common classical usage), that is: 
“in what we already possess much better and higher than Judaism.” 
But this reference to Judaism is not given in the text, which aims to 


10ecumenius, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, ratio et veritas.” 
' Fritzsche, l. c. p. 93. 31 Cor. ii. 14, iii.16; Eph. i.17, ii. 21 f.; Rom. 
2Calvin aptly says: “Nemo ita loqui jure _ viii. 9, 15, 26; Gal. v. 22, 25, et al. 
posset, nisi cui certa constat suae doctrinae 
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secure generally their further progress in the development of Christian 
life. On orocyeiv with the dative of the rule: to advance (march) according 
to something, that is, to direct oneself in one’s constant conduct by some- 
thing, see on Gal. v. 16, 25. The injinitive, however, as the expression of 
a briefly measured wish or command, without supplying Aéye, dei, or the 
like (which Buttmann requires, Neut. Gr. p. 233 [E. T. 272]), stands in 
place of the imperative, as in Rom. xii. 15;' Fritzsche, ad Rom. III. p. 86. 
Fritzsche, however, Diss. II. 2 Cor. p. 98, has erroneously made the infini- 
tive dependent on aroxadiper: “ praeterea instituet vos, ut, quam ego con- 
secutus sum 7 BpaBelw tie dvw KAjoews intentam mentem, ejusdem parti- 
cipes fieri ipsi annitamini.” Comp. Oecumenius. Decisive against this 
view is the plural é¢@acayer, which, according to the context (ver. 15), can- 
not apply merely to Paul, as well as the fact that the antithesis of persons 
(ego . . « ipsi) is gratuitously introduced. Michaelis, who is followed by 
Rilliet, closely unites ver. 16 with the Sequel,? but in such a way that only 
un awkward arrangement of the sentences is attained, and the nervous 
vigor of the concise command is taken away.—The eic 6 é¢@40.—which 
cannot in accordance with the context denote the having attained to 
Christianity, to the being Christian (Hofmann’s view, which yields a mean- 
ing much too vague and general)—has been rightly explained by Chry- 
sostom and Theophylact as relating to the attainments in the Christian life, 
which are to be maintained, and in the further development of which 
constant progress is to be made (8 xatwpbdcauer, xatéyouev, Theophylact). 
Comp. Schinz and van Hengel. This view is corroborated by the sequel, 
in which Paul represents himself as model of the walk; and therefore it 
is not to be referred merely to the measure of the right frame of mind 
attained (Weiss). Most expositors understand the words as signifying the 
measure of Christian knowledge acquired (so also Heinrichs, Flatt, Rhein- 
wald, Matthies, Hoelemann, de Wette, Wiesinger), in conformity with 
which one ought to live. In connection with this, various arbitrary defi- 
nitions of the object of the knowledge have been suggested, as, for instance, 
by Grotius: “de cireumcisione et ritibus;” Heinrichs and de Wette: 
concerning the main substance of the Christian faith apart from secondary 
matters; Schneckenburger: “that man is justified by faith, and not by 
the works of the law;” along with which de Wette lays stress on the point 
that it is not the individual more or less perfect knowledge (so usually ; 
see Flatt, Rheinwald, Matthies) that is meant, but the collective conviction, 
the truths generally recognized. But the whole interpretation which 
refers it to knowledge is not in keeping with the text; for é¢@acauev, correl- 
ative with oro:yeiv, presents together with the latter a unity of figurative 


1See Hom. Jl. i. 20, and Nigelsbach in loc. ; 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 473 A; Pflugk, ad 
Eur. Heracl. 314. 

2 This is thrown out as a suggestion also by 
Hofmann, according to whom the infinitive 
clause ought “ perhaps more correctly” to be 
coupled with ovppisnrai «.7.A., and taken as 


a prefixed designation of that in doing which 
they are to be his imitators and to have their 
attention directed to those, etc. Thus the 
infinitive would come to stand as infinitive of 
theaim. But even thus the whole attempt 
would be an artificial twisting of the passage 
without reason or use. 


* 
~~ 
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view, the former denoting the point of the way already attained, and r6 
aiT® oroyeiy, perseverance in the direction indicated by that attainment. 
Therefore, if by orocyeiv there is clearly (see ver. 17) intended the moral 
conduct of life, this also must be denoted by cic 6 é¢@. as respects its 
quality attained up to the present time. Moreover, if cic 5 é46. is to be 
understood as referring to knowledge, there would be no motive for the 
prominence given to the identity by r6 airé. 


Remarx.—What Paul means in ver. 16 may be illustrated thus: 


age 
z B. 


Here B is the point of the development of Christian life ele 6 éBdcapev, which, 
in the case of different individuals, may be more or less advanced. The T@ airo 
orotxew takes place, when the path traversed from A to B is continued in the 
direction of C. If any one should move from B in the direction of either D or E, 
he would not 76 avT@ crayeiv, The reproach of uncertainty which Wiesinger 
brings against this canon, because a érépwe ¢povetv may take place which does not 
lie in the same direction, and generally because the power of sin might hinder 
the following out of this direction, would also apply in opposition to every other 
explanation of the ei¢ 6 £¢4., and particularly to that of the knowledge attained ; 
but it is altogether unfounded, first, because the érépwce ¢poveiy only refers to one 
or another concrete single point (Tt), so that the whole of moral attainment—the 
collective deyelopment—which has been reached is not thereby disturbed ; and, 
secondly, because Paul in this case has to do with,a church already highly advanced 
in a moral point of view (i. 5 ff.), which he might, at all events generally, enjoin 
to continue in the same direction as the path in which they had already travelled. 
Very groundless is also the objection urged by Hofmann, that the ei¢ 6 é¢6. must 
necessarily be one and the same for all. This is simply to be denied; it is an 
utterly arbitrary assumption. 


Ver.17. [On Vv. 17-21, see Note XIX. pages 157, 158.] In carrying out this 
command they are to follow his example, which he has previously held 
up to their view, especially from ver. 12 onwards.—ovppiunrat] [XIX a.] 
co-imitators, is a word not elsewhere preserved. Comp., however, ovup- 
povuevot, Plat. Polit. p. 274 D. tv is neither superfluous (Heinrichs, comp. 
Hofmann), nor does it refer to the imitation of Christ in common with the 
apostle (Bengel, Ewald),—a reference which cannot be derived from the 
remote i. 30-ii. 8, and which would be expressed somewhat as in 1 Cor, xi. 
1; 1 Thess.i.6. Neither does it refer to the obligation of his readers col- 
lectively to imitate him (Beza, Grotius, and others, including Matthies, 
Hoelemann, van Hengel, de Wette), so that “omnes uno consensu et una 
mente” (Calvin) would be meant; but it means, as is required by the con- 
text that follows: “wna cum aliis, qui me imitantur (Estius ; comp. Eras- 
mus, Annot., Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide, Wiesinger, Weiss, Ellicott, and 


10 
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others). Theophylact aptly remarks: ovyxoAAG abrode toig kak@e Tmepirarovat, 
whereby the weight of the exhortation is strengthened.—cxoreite] direct your 
view to those who, etc., namely, in order to become imitators of me in like 
manner as they are. Other Christians, not Philippians, are meant, just as 
ver. 18 also applies to those of other places.—xa#éc] [XIX b.] does not 
correspond to the ofrw, as most expositors think, but is the argumentative 
“as” (see on i. 7), by which the two previous requirements, ovupeunrai x.7.A. 
and oxoreire «.7.4., are established : in measure as ye have us for an example. 
This interpretation (which Wiesinger and Weiss adopt) is, notwithstand- 
ing the subtle distinction of thought which Hofmann suggests, required 
both by the second person éyere (not éyover) and by the plural jua¢ (not 
éué). This jude refers not to the apostle alone [XIX ¢.] (so many, and still 
de Wette; but in this case, as before, the singular would have been used), 
nor yet generally to the apostle and his companions (van Hengel, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Lightfoot), especially Timothy (Hofmann), or to all tried 
Christians (Matthies); but to him and those oizw (in this manner, imitative 
of me) reptratovvtac. This view is not at variance with rivov in the singu- 
lar (de Wette); for the several rio: of individuals are conceived collectively 
as timoc. Comp. 1 Thess.i.7 (Lachmann, Liinemann).’ This predicative 
timov, Which is therefore placed before 7udac, is emphatic. 

Ver. 18. [XIX d.] Admonitory confirmation of the injunction in ver. 
17.—repurarovow] is not to be defined by xaxé¢ (Oecumenius), or longe aliter 
(Grotius; comp. Syr.); nor is it to be taken as cireulantur (comp. 1 Pet. v. 
8) (Storr, Heinrichs, Flatt), which is at variance with the context in ver. 
17. Calvin, unnaturally breaking up the plan of the discourse, makes 
the connection: “ ambulant terrena cogitantes” (which is prohibited by the 
very article before ériy. ¢pov.), and puts in a parenthesis what intervenes 
(so also Erasmus, Schmid, and Wolf); whilst Estius quite arbitrarily over- 
leaps the first relative clause, and takes repir. along with év rd réAo¢ a.7.2, 
Erasmus (see his Annot.) and others, including Rheinwald, van Hengel, 
Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, and Weiss, consider the discourse as 
broken off, the introduction of the relative clauses inducing the writer to 
leave out the modal definition of wep. Hofmann transforms the simple 
Aéyew (comp. Gal. i. 9) into the idea of naming, and takes rode éy@pote as its 
object-predicate, in which case, however, the mode of the xepurareiv would 
not be stated. On the contrary, the construction is a genuine Greek mode 
of attraction,” so framed, that instead of saying: many walk as the enemies 
of the cross, this predicative definition of mode is drawn into the relative 
clause ob¢ roAAduec «7.2.8 and assimilated to the relative; comp. Plat. Rep. 
p. 402 C., and Stallbaum in loc. It is therefore to be interpreted : Many, of 


whom I have said that to you often, and now tell you even weeping, walk as the 


enemies, etc. The rodAdxuc, emphatically corresponding with the zoAAoi (2 


1See also 2 Thess, iii.9; comp. generally, ’Hence also the conjecture of Laurent 


Bernhardy, p. 58 f.; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 12 f. (Neut. Stud. p. 21 f.), that ots moAAdkts . .. 
2See Wolf, ad Dem. Lept, 15; Pflugk. ad  amwAeta is a supplementary marginal note in- 


Eur. Hee. 771; Kiihner, Il. 2, p. 925; Buttm. —_ serted by the apostle, is unwarranted. 
-Neut. Gr. p, 68 [E. T. 77]. 
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Cor. viii. 22), refers to the apostle’s presence in Philippi; whether, at an earlier 
date in an epistle (see on iii. 1), he had thus characterized these enemies of 
the cross (Flatt, Ewald), must be left undecided. But it is incorrect to make 
these words include a reference (Matthies) to ver. 2, as in the two passages 
different persons (see below) must be described.—viv 68 Kai Kiaiwv] did ri; 
ore Ewétecve TO KaKkdy, Gre daxpiwy Géioe of TowdTo . . . obTwC éoTl cuumab- 
nrikde, otTa dpovrite: mavtwv avOpdxev, Chrysostom. The deterioration of 
these men, which had in the meanwhile increased, now extorts tears from 
the apostle on account of their own ruin and of their ruinous influence. 
—rovg éx8p. t. or. t. X.] The article denotes the class of men characteris- 
tically defined. We must explain the designation as referring, not to 
enemies of the doctrine of the cross (Theodoret: ¢ didacxovrac bri dixa rie 
vowuixyie Toduretac adivatov owrnpiac Tvxeiv, SO in substance Luther, Erasmus, 
Estius, Calovius, Cornelius a Lapide, Wolf, and many others; also Hein- 
richs, Rheinwald, Matthies), so that passages such as Gal. v. 11, vi. 12, 
would have to be compared; but, as required by the context which fol- 
lows, to Christians of Epicurean tendencies (év avéce Cavtec x. tpvdy, Chry-| 
sostom ; comp. Theophylact and Oecumenius), who, as such, are hostile 
to the fellowship of the cross of Christ (comp. ili. 10), whose maxims of 
life are opposed to the rajuara tov Xpicrow (2 Cor. i. 5), so that it is hate- | 
ful to them to suffer with Christ (Rom. viii. 17). Comp. ver. 10, also Gal. 
vi. 14. In opposition to the context, Rilliet and Weiss understand non- 
Christians, who reject Christianity with hostile disdain, because its founder 
was crucified (comp. 1 Cor. i. 18, 23), or because the preaching of the cross 
required the crucifixion of their own lusts (Weiss); Calvin interpreted it 
generally of hypocritical enemies of the gospel. This misunderstanding 
ought to have been precluded by the very use of the tragic 70/0/, the mel- 
ancholy force of which lies in the very fact that they are Christians, but 
Christians whose conduct is the deterrent contrast to that which is re- 
quired in yer. 17.1. We have still to notice that the persons here depicted 
are not the same as those who were described in ver. 2 (contrary to the usual 
view, which is also followed by Schinz and Hilgenfeld); for those were 
teachers, while these zoAAoi are Christians generally. The former might 
indeed be characterized as éy@pol 7. cravpov 7. X., according to Gal. vi. 12, 
but their Judaistic standpoint does not correspond to the Epicureanism 
which is affirmed of the latter in the words dv 6 Ocd¢ 7 Koidia, ver. 19. 
Hoelemann, de Wette, Liinemann, Wiesinger, Schenkel, and Hofmann 
have justly pronounced against the identity of the two; Weiss, however, 
following out his wrong interpretation of kivec in ver. 2 (of the heathen), 
maintains the identity to a certain extent by assuming that the conduct 
of those xtvec is here described; while Baur makes use of the passage to 
deny freshness, naturalness, and objectivity to the polemic attack here 
made on the false teachers. 

/ Ver. 19. A more precise deterrent delineation of these persons, having 
the most deterrent element put foremost, and then those points by which it 


1See, besides, in opposition to Weiss, Huther in the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 1862, p. 630 ff. 
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was brought about.—dyv 7d réAo¢ a.] By this is meant Messianic perdi- 
tion, eternal condemnation (comp. i. 28), which is the ultimate destiny ap- 
pointed (7é) for them (réAo¢ is not : recompense, see Rom. vi. 21; 2 Cor. xi. 
15; Heb. vi. 8). For corresponding Rabbinical passages, see Wetstein 
and Schoettgen, Hor. p. 801.—éy 6 O2d¢ %,KoAia] Aatpebovor yap &¢ OeG tabT” 
kal racav Oepareiav rpoodyovot, Theophylact! Comp. Rom. xvi. 18; Eur. 
Cycl. 334 f.; Senec. de benef. vii. 26; and the maxim of those whose highest 
good is eating and drinking, 1 Cor. xv. 82, It is the yaorpiuapyia (Plat. 
Phaed. p. 81 E; Lucian, Amor. 42) in its godless nature.'—xai 4 défa x.7.A.] 
_ also dependent on év: and whose honor is in their shame, that is, who find 
their honor in that which redounds to their shame, as for instance, in 
revelling, haughty behavior, and the like, in which the immoral man is 
fond of making a show. 7% 6d&a is subjective, viewed from the opinion 
of those men, and rf aicybvy is objective, viewed according to the reality of 
the ethical relation? On eiva év, versari in, to be found in, to be contained 
in something, comp. Plat. Gorg. p. 470 E: é rott» 7 raca eidamovia éariv, 
Eur. Phoen. 1810: obk év aicyivy ta oa. The view, foreign to the context, 
which refers the words to cirewmcision, making aicy. signify the genitals 
(Schol. Ar. Equ. 364; Ambrosiaster; Hilary; Pelagius ; Augustine, de verb. 
apost.xv.5; Bengel; Michaelis; Storr), isalready rejected by Chrysostom and 
his successors.—oi ra émiyeva gpovowvtec] [XTX e.] who bear the earthly (that 
which is on the earth; the opposite in ver. 20) in their mind (as the goal 
of their interest and effort). Comp. Col. iii. 2. Thus Paul closes his 
delineation with a swmmary designation of their fundamental immoral 
tendency, and he puts this, not in the genitive (uniformly with the dv), but 
more independently and emphatically in the nominative, having in view the 
logical subject of what precedes (comp. on i. 30), and that with the individu- 
alizing (i, quz) article of apposition.® 

Ver. 20. After Paul has, by way of confirmation and warning, subjoined 
to his exhortation given in ver. 17 the deterrent example of the enemies 
of the cross of Christ in ver. 18 f, he now sketches by the side of that 
deterrent delineation—in outlines few, but how clear !—the inviting picture 
of those whom, in ver. 17, he had proposed as riroc.—ydép] [XIX f.] The 
train of thought runs thus: “ Justly I characterize their whole nature by 
the words oi ra ériyeva dpovovvrec ; for it is the direct opposite of ours; our 
rodireyua, the goal of our aspiration, is not on earth, but in heaven.” yép 
therefore introduces a confirmatory reason, but not for his having said that 
the earthly mind of the roAAoi necessarily involves such a walk (Hofmann) ; 
for he has not said this, and what follows would not be a proof of it. The 
apostle gives, rather, an experimental proof e contrario, and that for what 
immediately precedes, not for the remote dv 7d réAo¢ ardAeca (Weiss).—judv] 


1They were kotAtodacuoves (Eupolis in veoOat cad’ dmepBorry, emi tovTors ws Kadots 


Athen. iii, p. 100 B), ras rHs yaortpos jdovas cepnvierOar Kai peyadavxeiv, and also Plat. 
TiWEpevor meTpov eVSatpovias (Lucian, Patr. Theaet. p. 176 D; ayaddAovrar yap Ta dveiSer. 
enc. 10); TH yaotpt petpodvTes Kal Tots aicxio~ § Comp. Winer, p. 172 [E. T. 183]; Buttmann, 
Tos THy evSatmoviay (Dem. 524. 24.) Neut. Gr. p. 69 [E. T. 79]. 

2 Comp. Polyb. xy. 23, 5: ép’ ols éxpiv aicxv= 
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emphatically placed first ; contrast of the persons. These jueic, however, 
are the same as the juac in ver. 17, consequently Paul himself and the 
oir mEpiTarobyre¢.—rd roditerua] the commonwealth, which may bear the 
sense either of: the state ;"' or the state-administration ;* or its principles ;* or 
_ the sfate-constitution* Here, in the first sense: our commonwealth, that is, 
the state to which we belong, is in heaven. By this is meant the Messiah’s 
kingdom which had not yet appeared, which will only at Christ’s Parousia 
(comp. é& ob «7.4. which follows) come down from heaven and manifest 
itself in its glory on earth. It is the state of the heavenly Jerusalem (see on 
Gal. iv. 26; comp. Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 190; Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p. 59.), 
of which true Christians are citizens (Eph. ii. 19) even now before the 
Parousia in a proleptic and ideal sense (é7’ éArids tie déEnc, Rom. v. 2; 
comp. viii. 24), in order that one day, at the éxiddveva tic mapovciac Toi Kupiov 
(2 Thess. ii. 8), they may be so in complete reality (comp. Heb. xii. 22 f., 
xiii. 14), as Kowwwvoi rij¢ weAAobvone axoxanizrecbar déEnc (1 Pet. v.1; Col. iii. 4), 
nay, as ovuBaoiAetovrec -(2 Tim. ii. 12; comp. Rom. viii. 17; 1 Cor. iv. 8). 
Hence, according to the necessary psychological relation, “where your 
treasure is, there will your heart be also” (Matt. vi. 21), they ¢povoiorw, not 
Ta éxiyera, but ta dvo (Col. ii. 1 f.), which serves to explain the logical cor- 
rectness of the ydp in its relation to oi ra éxiy. dpov. Others, following the 
Vulgate (conversatio), render it: our walk, making the sense, “ tota 
vita nostra quasi jam nunc apud Deum naturasque coelestes puriores 
versatur, longe remota a roi¢ éxcyeiowe eorumque captatione ” (Hoelemann). 
So Luther (who up till 1528 rendered it “ citizenship ’’), Castalio, Erasmus, 
Calvin, Grotius, and many others, including Matthies, van Hengel, de 
Wette; while Rheinwald mixes up interpretations of various kinds. This 
rendering is not justified by linguistic usage, which indeed vouches for 
mosurevecta (i. 27) inthis sense, and for zo/ireia (Clem. Cor. 1.54: rodurebeotat 
modreiav Geov, Ep. ad Diogn. 5), but not for rodirevya, not even in Eus. H. 
E. v. prooem. Nor does linguistic usage even permit the interpretation : 
citizenship. So Luther, in the Postil. Epist. D. 3, post f. pasch.: “Here on 
earth we are in fact not citizens ...; our citizenship is with Christ in. 
heaven ..., there we are to remain for ever citizens and lords;” comp. 
Beza, Balduin, Erasmus Schmid, Zachariae, Flatt, Wiesinger, Ewald, 
Weiss, and others. This would be zoJureia.5 Theophylact’s explanation, 
tiv ratpida (which is used also for heaven by Anaxagoras in Diog, L, ii. 7), 
must be referred to the correct rendering state (comp. Hammond, Clericus, 
and others*), while Chrysostom gives no decided opinion, but Theodoret 
(rdv obpavdy gavratdueHa) and Oecumenius (arparevduea) appear to follow the 
rendering conversatio.—?é ov nai x.7.2.] And what a happy change is before 


12 Mace. xii. 7; Polyb. i. 13. 12, ii. 41. 6; y. 9.9, iv. 25.7; see generally Raphel, Polyb. 
Lucian, Prom. 15; Philo, de opif. p.33 A, de  inloc.; Schweigh, Lex. Polyb. p, 486; Schoe- 


Jos. p, 536 D. ' mann, ad Plut Cleom. p. 208. 

2Plat. Legg. 12, p. 945 D; Aristot. Pol. iii. 4; 5Acts xxii. 28; Thue. vi. 104.3; Dem. 161. 
Polyb. iv. 23.9; Lucian, Dem. enc. 16. 11; Polyb. vi. 2. 125.3 Mace. iii. 21. 

8 Dem. 107. 25, 262. 27; Isocr. p. 156 A. 6 The Gothic Version has: “unsara bdudins” 


4Plut. Them. 4; Arist. Pol. iii.4.1; Polyb. (that is, building, dwelling). Saf 
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us, in consequence of our thus belonging to the heavenly state! From the 
heaven (scil. jfovra, comp. 1 Thess. i. 10) we expect, etc. The neuter ov, 
‘ which is certainly to be taken in a strictly local sense (in opposition to 
Calovius), is not to be referred to sodir. (Wolf, Schoettgen, Bengel, 
Hofmann); but is correctly rendered by the Vulgate: “wnde.” Comp. 
on ég ob, Col. ii. 19, and Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 20: iuépag tpeic, év 
@.—xai, also, denotes the relation corresponding to the foregoing (namely, 
that our ro2irevua is to be found in heaven), not a second one to be added 
(Hofmann).—swripa] [XIX g.] placed first with great emphasis, and that not 
as the accusative of the object (Hofmann), but—hence without the article— 
_as predicative accusative: as Saviour, namely, from all the sufferings and 
conflicts involved in our fellowship with the cross of Christ (ver. 18), not 
from the aréAeca (Weiss), which, indeed, the juei¢ have not at all to fear. 
Comp. on the subject-matter, Luke xviii. 7 f., xxi. 28; Tit. 11.13; 2 Tim. 
iv. 18.—arexdey.] comp. 1 Cor. i. 7; Tit. ii. 18. As to the signification of 
the word : perseveranter expectare, see on Rom. vili. 19; Gal. v. 5. 

Ver. 21. As a special feature of the Lord’s saving activity at His 
Parousia, Paul mentions the bodily transfiguration of the jusic, in significant 
relation to what was said in ver. 19 of the enemies of the cross. The latter 
now lead. an Epicurean life, whilst the jueic are in a condition of bodily 
humiliation through affliction and persecution. But at the Parousia— 
what a change in the state of things! what a glorification of these bodies 
now so borne down !—weracynuat.] shall transform What is meant is the 
aAadooew of the body (1 Cor. xv. 51 f.) at the Parousia, which in this 
passage, just as in 1 Cor. xy. 52, Paul assumes that the muei¢ will live to see. 
[XTX h.] To understand it at the same time of the resurrection of the 
dead (so most expositors, including de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss), is inap- 
propriate both to amexdexéuea and to the definition of the quality of the 
body to be remodelled : ri¢ rareww judv, both these expressions being used 
under the conviction of being still alive in the present state when the 
change occurs. Moreover, the resurrection is something more than a 
peracynmariorg; it is also an investiture with a new body out of the germ 
of the old (1 Cor. xv. 36-38, 42-44.—rij¢ rarewdo. judv] [XIX i.] Genitive 
of the subject. Instead of saying juév merely (owr body), he expresses it 
with more specific definition: the body of owr humiliation, that is, the 
body which is the vehicle of the state of owr humiliation, namely, through 
the privations, persecutions, and afflictions which affect the body and are 
exhibited in it, thereby reducing us into our present oppressed and lowly 


1As to the nature of this transformation, ly human, but will also belong to the identity 
see 1 Cor. xv. 53. The older dogmatic exe- of the persons. See 1 Cor. xv. 35 ff. Comp. 
getes maintained in it the identity of sub- _Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde, I. p. 127 f. More 
stance. Calovius: “ [lle weraoyynpatiomds non precise definitions, such as those in De- 
substantialem mutationem, sed accidentalem, — litzsch’s Psychol. p. 459 ff., lose themselves in 
non ratione quidditatis corporis nostri, sed the misty region of hypothesis. The inap- 
ratione qualitatum salva quidditate importat.” propriateness of the expression employed in 
This is correct only so far as the future body, — the Confession: Resurrection of the flesh, has 
although an organism without oép§ and atua, been rightly pointed out by Luther in the 
1 Cor. xy. 50, will not only be again specifical- | Larger Catechism, p. 501. 
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position; road wdoye viv 1d cdua, deoueirar, pacrilerar, uupia maoyer decd, 
Chrysostom. This definite reference of r. raz. ju. is required by the context 
through the contrast of the jueic to the éyOpov¢e Tod oravpov r. X., 80 that the 
sufferings which are meant by the cross of Christ constitute the rareirwore 
of the #jueic (comp. Acts viii. 33); in which case there is no ground for our 
taking razeivwor, contrary to Greek usage (Plat. Legg. vii. p. 815 A ; Polyb. 
ix. 33. 10; Jas. i. 10), as equivalent to razewérne, lowliness, as in Luke i. 48 
(Hofmann). On this account, and also because jjuév applies to subjects 
distinctly defined in comformity with the context, it was incorrect to explain 
tazew. generally of the constitution of our life (Hofmann), of weakness and 
frailty (Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, and many others; including 
Rheinwald, Matthies, Hoelemann, Schrader, Rilliet, Wiesinger, Weiss) ; 
comparison being made with such passages as Col. i. 22; Rom. vii. 24; 1 
Cor. xy. 44. The contrast lies in the states, namely, of humiliation on the 
one hand and of défa on the other; hence 7jév and airov are neither to be 
joined with céya (in opposition of Hoelemann), nor with r. céua tr. raz. and 
tT. 6. tHe déEnc as ideas forming an unity (Hofmann), which Paul would 
necessarily have marked by separating the genitives in position (Winer, 
p- 180 [E. T. 192])—cbupopgov] Result of the peracynu., so that the reading 
el¢ 76 yevécbat aizé is a correct gloss.' The thing itself forms a part of the 
ovvd0ealecbat, Rom. vill. 17. Comp. also 1 Cor. xv. 48 f; Rom. viii. 29.2— 
tie 66£. avtov] to be explained like r7ec tax. qu.: In Which His heavenly glory 
is shown forth. Comp. éyeiperac év 66&, 1 Cor. xv. 44.—karé r. évépy. x.7.2.] 
removes every doubt as to the possibility ; according to the working of His 
being able (comp. Eph. i. 19) also to subdue all things unto Himself; that is, 
in consequence of the energetic efficacy which belongs to His power of also 

._ subduing all things to Himself. Comp. xara tr. évépy. tijg duvau, avrod, Eph. 
iii. 7, also Eph. i: 19; as to the subject-matter, comp. 1 Cor. xv. 26f.; as 
to the expression with the genitive of the infinitive, Onosand. I. p..12: 4 rod 
divacba roteiv é€ovcia.—xai | adds the general element trordéa ait ta x. to 
the weracynuar. x.7.2.5 Bengel aptly says: “non modo comforme facere 
corpus nostrum suo.”—ra rdvra] all things collectively, is not to be limited ; 
nothing can withstand His power; a statement which to the Christian 
consciousness refers, as a matter of course, to created things and powers, 
not to God also, from whom Christ has received that power (Matt. xxviii. 
18; 1 Cor. xv. 27), and to whom He will ultimately deliver up again the 
dominion (1 Cor. xv. 24, 28). Chrysostom and Theophylact have already 
with reason noticed the argumentum a majori ad minus. 


1See on Matt. xii. 13 and 1 Cor. i. 8; Fritz- 3 Hoelemann takes cai as and, so that the 
sche, Diss. IJ. in2 Cor.p.159; Liibecker,gram- _ sense would be, “ that Christ can do all things, 
mat. Stud. p. 33 f. and subdues all things to Himself.” The very 


2 We may add Theodoret’s appropriate re-  aoristiworé£acshould have withheld him from 
mark: ov xara Thy mocérnta THs S0éys, dAAG = making this heterogeneous combination, as 


KaTa Thy TOLOTATA. it betrays itself to be dependent on dvvacbar. 
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Notes By AMERICAN EDITOR. 
AV. aver: 


(a) 7d Aourdy, evidently indicates that the writer’s intention was to close his 
epistle shortly, but it is not necessary to infer from this fact, that ye(pere means 
farewell, as some hold. The addition of év xvpim and the corresponding phrase in 
iy. 4 make it more probable that it means rejoice (so R. V.)—(b) 7a avra K.7.A— 
Theithings referred to in these words must be things which the Apostle had 
already written to the Philippians (ypagevv); they must have such an exact 
correspondence with what he had written, as to allow of the application of ra 
avra to them; and they must be of such a character that he could use respecting 
the renewed mention of them the expressions “to me, not irksome,” “for you, safe.” 
The last of these points is fatal to the view that they refer to the exhortation to 
Christian joy. Neither of the two adjectives would be expected with such a 
reference. The first point is exclusive of the idea that he is repeating what he 
had said to the church when personally present with them. As Meyer remarks, 
had this been his idea, he must, at least, have placed a xai before ypdgew. We 
are compelled, therefore, either to suppose, that he is speaking of some prev- 
ious letter to the Philippians (so Meyer), or of something in this letter which can 
appropriately suggest the words dxvypdév and aadatéc. In either case, the reference 
must be to some evil connected with the life of the Church. Meyer holds that 
this evil is indicated in what follows—ver. 2, or vv 2, 3, or vy. 2 ff Lightf. 
holds that it is the dissensions alluded to in ii. 1 ff., which related to social rather 
than doctrinal questions. The former view is favored by the fact that vy. 2 ff. 
immediately follow these words, and might, thus, naturally be explanatory of- 
them. The latter, by the fact that there seems to be no satisfactory evidence 
that the Judaizing party had been active in Philippi. Indeed, if they had been 
thus active, so that he was obliged to give a renewed and repeated warning. 
against them, it is improbable that he would have passed over the subject with 
so brief an allusion to it. On the whole, it must be regarded as doubtful whether 
this passage proves the existence of an earlier letter. 


AVI Vivir 


(a) The persons alluded to in ver. 2 (comp. ver. 3) are of the Judaizing faction. 
This is evident from the word katarous, as contrasted with TeptTouy of ver. 3,—see, 
also, Gal. v.12; Gal. vi. 12-14; Rom, ii. 28, 29,—anid from the words rod¢ xaxote 
épyarac, which, in connection with 2 Cor. xi. 13, can hardly refer to any other 
class, As two of the three descriptive phrases have this reference, the third must, 
undoubtedly, have the same.—(b) With respect to the question whether these per- 
sons are the only ones alluded to in the chapter, the words of ver. 19 seem to be 
decisive. The descriptive phrases, whose god is the belly, and whose glory is in their 
shame, point rather to persons of Gentile than Jewish origin. 

(c) The progress of thought, however, is such that the passing from the refer- 
ence to the one party to the mention of the other is not strongly marked or ab- 
rupt. Vv. 12-14 belong, in a sense, to both séctions of the chapter, and form the 
transition from the one to the other. The following points in the development 
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may be noticed:—(1) There is evidently a very close connection between ver. 3 
and ver. 4 through the words “confidence in the flesh,” common to both. (2) The 
suggestion of this as belonging to the Judaizing party leads to a presentation of 
the emphatic contrast between righteousness by faith and by the law, and of the 
blessed result to be attained through the former. So far we have the direct refer- 
ence to the Judaizers, first introduced in ver.2.. (3) In immediate union with the 
allusion to the result, the Apostle adds some words, ver. 12 ff., for the purpose of 
guarding himself against a misapprehension as to what he claimed to have already 
attained—a misapprehension which, he feared, might arise in view of the self- 
commendatory expressions of vv. 4 ff. (4) These verses (12 ff.), at the same time, 
become, and are intended to become, through their setting forth of his determina- 
tion to press forward to the attainment of what lies yet before him, preparatory to, 
and a foundation for, the exhortation of ver. 17, to imitate him. (5) This ex- 
hortation is then given, but it is urged upon the readers in view of a new and addi- 
tional reason (ver. 18), namely, the fact that “many walk,” ete. The warning 
against the one class (ver. 2), which is designed to lead them to an imitation of 
himself, passes over thus, naturally and easily, to the call to such imitation of him- 
self in contrast with the course and actions of another class. 

(d) In the earlier part of this section the Epistle draws near in its thought to 
Gal. and 2 Cor. It is evident, however, that the Apostle neither has it in mind 
to enter upon a doctrinal discussion, as in the former of those epistles, nor makes 
allusion to his claims as a Jew in the same way and for the same purpose as in 
the latter. In 2 Cor. xi. he plunges earnestly into conflict with the Judaizing 
teachers who bitterly opposed him, and sets forth his superiority to them even in 
the region of their own self-glorying. It isa personal controversy. Here, on the 
other hand, his mind is looking forward, from the beginning, to the exhortations 
of yy. 15,17. He has everything—every ground of confidence in the flesh—which 
any of the Judaizers have, but he has counted these as nothing and sought a bet- 
ter course, and he would have the Philippians think with him and follow him. 
The peculiar personal element of 2 Cor. is thus wanting, and the passage is free 
from the vehemence and irony belonging to the similar verses in that epistle— 
(e) The friendly and loving character of the letter accordingly does not disappear, 
even in this section which introduces the adversaries. . Here, as elsewhere, he tries 
‘to bring the readers into a union with himself in Christian living; and, tothe end 
of accomplishing this, he sets before them his own example. His example, more- 
over, is presented in a loving and Christian way—with a presentation of what he 
had given up for faith and Christ, and yet a renouncing of all claims to an at- 
tained perfection—(f) The prominence in his mind of the exhortation, as com- 
pared with the mere opposition to the Judaizers, accounts for the fact that he 
passes beyond the statement of what he had done (ver. 7) to a setting forth of the 
great thought and endeavor of his Christian life (vy. 8-11). 


“ 


XVII. Vy. 4-11. 


With reference to individual words and phrases in this passage, the following 
points may be noticed: (a) That véyoc, as here used (ver.6), means not law, but 
the (Mosaic) law, is indicated (1) by the fact that the persons with whom the 
Apostle is contrasting himself are Judaizers; (2) by the allusions to circumcision, 
concision, confidence in the flesh, etc.; (3) by the fact that in all the words con- 
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nected with vduov of ver. 5 there is an immediate and direct reference to the Jew- 
ish race and ideas; (4) by the correspondence of the phrase dixavocbyyv éx vouov 
with similar phrases in Gal. and Rom., where the Mosaic law is referred to (e.g. 
Gal. iii. 11, 12); (5) by the fact that what Paul had so fully devoted himself to as 
to become blameless in it, and what he had abandoned for the righteousness of 
faith, was the righteousness of the Mosaic system.—(6) dueurro¢ is determined in 
its meaning by the character of the sentence in which it stands. In all the phrases 
the Apostle is, evidently, speaking of himself from the Jewish standpoint. He was 
blameless as viewed from the same standpoint, i.e. in the more external sense, and 
according to the ordinary manner of human judging.—(c) 44d of ver. 7 (which is 
read by W. and H., and placed in brackets by Lachm., but omitted by Tisch. 8), 
presents this verse in a direct contrast to the preceding; @/Ad of ver. 8, on the 
other hand, is that which affirms even more than the preceding statement has 
contained. 

(d) Meyer justly holds that rdvra is not limited in its reference to tavra of ver. 
7. The contrast in the tenses in #y7uac and 7yovuar, however, can hardly be with- 
out emphasis, and the former must, therefore, have an especial, though not, in- 
deed, an exclusive, reference to the period of his conversion. Beyond the estimate 
which he then put upon what had been gain to him, and which he has continued 
to put upon it until the present, the permanent state of his mind as a Christian is 
to place a similar estimate on all things, because he has come to see the surpass- 
ingness of the knowledge of that Divine Friend for whose sake he gave up all that 
he had before. a wdvra is to be referred, with Meyer, to the things mentioned in 
vv. 5-7. If we make zavra equivalent to ravra, and 7a ravra universal, or if we 
make the sole difference between ver. 7 and ver. 8 to lie in tavra—zapra, and not 
at all in the different tenses of the verb, we lose the force and progress of the 
thought.—(e) A large portion of the recent commentators agree with Meyer that 
the words kai 7yovuat oxiBara are to be taken as dependent on dc év, The sentence 
becomes less cumbersome and repetitious, if they are connected with the preceding 
kat yyovpat—“T count all things as loss on account of the excellency of the 
knowledge of Christ Jesus, my Lord, for whom, ete.; and I count them as refuse 
(worthless. and not worthy of a thought) in order that I may gain Him and be 
found in Him.” (Comp. Weiss, Farrar, W. and H. appy.)—(/) eiped@ is, proba- 
bly, explained correctly by Meyer as not limited to the time of the final judgment, 
because the result at the end seems to be first spoken of in ver. 11.—(g) Meyer’s 
view of éri 7 wioret, on the other hand, is improbable. The reader could not be 
expected readily to join these words with a participle which was merely implied in 
one so remote as /27) éyov—a repeated éywv would be almost necessary to make the 
connection clear to him. Moreover, while, if the words are united with rv éx 
Veod dux., the doubling of the phrase which describes the righteousness is after the 
manner of Paul, such a sentence as “having on the ground of faith the righteous- 
ness through faith” is harsh and unnatural.—(h) tod yrdvae airdy (ver. 10) is 
taken up again from tij¢ yraoews of ver. 8, but is now set forth, in two of its most 
important aspects (Ka/, as in Gal. iv. 2, being explanatory rather than strictly 
additional) as the end in view of eiped@ «.7.A. The selection of these two, rather 
than others, was probably due to the present experience and hopes of the Apostle, 
which are brought before us in the Epistle. His experience of aflliction and im- 
prisonment suggested the fellowship of Christ’s sufferings; his confident hope of the 
future, in case the imprisonment should terminate in his death, carried his thought 
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to the power of Christ’s resurrection. In the words ovuyopé. r. Sav. abr. may, per- 
haps, be found a combining of the two ideas of Rom. vi. 5 and 2 Cor. iv. 10, and 
there is, probably, some suggestion in them of the present dangers. 

(*) The resurrection to which Paul desires to attain is so plainly the rising of 
the followers of Christ to the perfected life of the future,—as indicated by the 
whole context,—that the readers could have had no doubt respecting the meaning. 
The element of doubt or uncertainty suggested by zwe¢ cannot, therefore, be re- 
garded as showing that there is no resurrection of others than Christ’s followers. 
Nor can this verse, in any view of it, be made to contradict the statement of Acts 
xxiy. 15, where Paul declares the resurrection of the wicked as well as the right- 
eous. In the epistles he makes no such general-statement, and no distinct declara- 
tion that the unrighteous will be raised from the dead, except in 1 Cor, xv., and 
possibly not even in that passage. But this may be accounted for by the fact that 
his allusions to the subject of the resurrection occur, ordinarily, in an incidental 
way, and in the course of expressions respecting the Christian life and hopes. 


XVIL Vv. 12-16. 


(a) The emphasis and fullness with which the Apostle sets forth, in opposition 
to any wrong inference which might be drawn from vy. 4 ff, the fact that he 
does not claim to haye obtained perfection, but that, on the other hand, he is 
ever pressing forward earnestly to attain it, is satisfactorily explained as we see 
in these verses a transitional passage, looking forward, also, to the following 
context.—(b) The change of tenses from é/a/Jov to TeTeAeiwua is generally regarded 
by comm. as of no special significance, or it is explained, as by Winer (Gram. E. T, 
p. 276)—the former denoting merely the attaining of the goal as an honorable 
achievement, the latter denoting its consequences; or as by Meyer—the latter 
expressing without a figure that which had been figuratively denoted by the 
former. Lightf., on the contrary, regards the former verb as referring to the 
time of Paul’s conversion and the latter as describing his present state. The 
repeated 7d7 may be urged as an objection to this view, but it is not a de- 
cisive one. The adverb means already; that is, it covers what is before 
and up to the present. The former of the two verbs may single out a par- 
ticular time within this period, and the latter extend oyer the whole:—In 
what I have said, I do not maintain that the thing is already accomplished, 
either by a receiving of the prize at once, at the moment of my entrance 
upon the new course, or by a progress which, beginning then, has now reached 
its end. This seems to be the most satisfactory explanation.—(c) The object 
of éjaBov is, probably, 7d BpaBeiov. He has not obtained this as yet, but he 
presses on towards the goal to obtain it—(d) As didxw of ver. 14 is used abso- 
lutely, without an objective word, it is better to take it in the same way in ver. 12, 
than to hold that it governs a pronoun referring to Td Spafeiov, as Meyer does. 

(e) Meyer admits that the more common explanation of é¢’ @, as meaning for 
which or on which behalf, is linguistically simple and correct. He objects to it only 
on the ground that it assigns the conversion of Paul, not to the general object 
which it had (Gal. i. 16: “that I might preach Him among the Gentiles”), but 
to a personal object. This objection, however, has little weight, for (1) it is evi- 
dent that his conversion had a personal, as well as a general, object; (2) this being 
so, he might naturally, on one occasion, make special allusion to the former, and, 
on another, to the latter; (3) the context here deals altogether with what is per- 
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sonal to himself. R. V. places that for which in the text, and gives Meyer's render- 
ing in the margin. This course, adopted by the Revisers, recognizes, in the best 
manner, both the possibilities and the probabilities of the case——(j) The turn of 
the thought towards the following context is found in the ade/goi of ver. 18, and 
in the emphasis on éy@ éuavrév, By the repetition of what he had already stated 
with sufficient definiteness, and by calling the attention of the readers to himself 
as an example, he shows that he is preparing for a new exhortation —(g) Meyer 
holds that Aoyifouat is to be supplied with év dé But, as what follows is not, like 
what precedes, a matter of thinking, but of doing, it is better, with Winer, Buttm., 
and most comm., to.supply 70@.—(h) tio avw KAjcews, The simplest explanation 
of these words, grammatically, is as a gen. possess. The prize appertains to the call- 
ing in the sense that it is offered when the call comes, and secured when the final 
result of the call is reached. As KAjow everywhere appears to mean (as Meyer 
also says); the act of calling on God’s part, ave is best taken as equivalent to éxov- 
pavioc ;—it is heavenly, as it comes from God. But, as it offers the prize which it 
has in its possession, it summons the man, of course, to press onward earnestly 
towards the heavenly life. This heavenly life, viewed in its blessedness and as a 
reward, is the BpaBeiov—(i) The connection of év Xp. "Ijcov with biokw, Which 
Meyer favors, seems less probable than that which is more commonly adopted 
(with «Agoewc), both because of the position of the words, and because, if év Xp. ’I. 
were intended to indicate “the great upholding and impelling element of life” in 
which he presses on (as Mey. holds), it would seem to demand a position of em- 
phasis nearer to d:oxw, 

(j) rTéAevot, in accordance with the general usage of Paul, describes those who 
are mature in the Christian life, in contrast with vari. They are of the class 
designated by xvevyatixoi in 1 Cor. iii. 1, ef. 1 Cor. ii, 13-16. In 1 Cor., however, 
they are spoken of with reference to the possession or comprehension of the Divine 
cogia, as exhibited in the deeper parts of the plan of salvation. Here, on the 
other hand, the primary, if not exclusive, reference is to a course of action founded 
on the due estimate of the Christian’s present attainments——(k) poveuev, ver. 15. 
This verb seems to refer here, first, to the thought of the mind with respect to the 
true view of the Christian life as indicated in the preceding verses, and secondly to 
a setting of the mind upon the course of action to which it leads. If the readers, 
or any of them—having this state of mind as their prevailing and permanent one— 
do not find themselves able to see, and therefore to act, altogether as he does, he 
has confidence that God will make the right view and right course plain to them 
in due time. It would appear to be almost necessary to hold that the epovduev 
lies, in a certain sense, back of the gpoveire, or, in other words, that the Apostle 
conceives that every mature Christian must have, in all its essentials, the same view 
with himself, and only supposes that there may be cases where, in minor points, a. 
different one could be held. He can hardly have in mind, therefore, as he writes 
this verse, an opposition to his own ideas of so vital a character, as that which 
would be involved in adopting the doctrine of salvation by works. Ver. 15 be- 
longs with vv. 12-14, and does not bear upon vv. 2, 3. This exhortation of this 
verse, with its accompanying word of assurance and the appeal in ver. 16, is ex- 
pressed in the gentle and friendly style of the whole Epistle—(l) The explanation 
of the thought and purpose of ver. 16 is given, in the most simple and satisfactory 


way, by Meyer in the first twenty lines of his note on the verse. See, also, his 
“Remark” at the close of his note. 


NOTES. toy 


XIX. Vy. 17-21. 


(«) Suuueunrat is better taken as meaning, be one and ail, unitedly, imitators of me 
(so Eadie, Lightf.. Alf., De W., v. Heng.), than as Meyer, Weiss, Ell., and others 
hold, ¢o-imitators with others who imitate me. Meyer claims that the latter view is 
rendered necessary by the iollowing context, but evidently this is not the case, for 
it is a perfectly natural and legitimate form of exhortation, to say: Unite together 
in imitating me and attentively observe those who walk as you see me walking.— 
(6) 1t is also a much more simple construction of the xaté¢ clause, as well as of the 
whule sentence, if that word is made to correspond with ott, than if it is taken, 
with Meyer, as having an argumentative force, “establishing the two require- | 
ments cuju. and oxox.” They were to imitate him and those who lived in ac- 
cordance with what they knew, from their long-continued knowledge of him, to 
be his example—(c) jude, if xa¥dée is explained according to Meyer’s view. may 
not improbably refer to Paul and those who walked as he walked; but, if catac¢ 
is connected with oirw, jude probably refers to his associates, such as Timothy and 
Epaphroditus, who were or had been with him in Rome. These associates in his 
missionary labors sympathized with his Christian thinking, and naturally modeled 
their lives after the pattern of his in the great things here alluded to. 

(d) The wo/A0i of ver. 18, as apparently indicated by the use of the verb zepira- 
Tovow, are members of the Christian churches, not persons outside of the Christian 
body. The descriptive words which follow are partly consistent with the suppo- 
sition that they are of the same general class with those who are spoken of in ver. 
2, but partly not so. The view of Meyer and others that they were persons of 
Epicurean tendency, and not of the Judaizing party, is, accordingly, to be adopted. | 
Whether they were of the number of those who abused the Pauline doctrine of 
liberty, as Lightf. holds—like those alluded to in 1 Cor., but more extreme in 
their antinomianism—is uncertain. Some of this class may have been in Philippi. 
The earnestness of feeling manifested in the language used would seem, indeed, to 
indicate that this was the fact——(e) oi ra éxiyesa gpovoivtec (ver.19). These words 
are intended, as we may believe, to present a marked contrast with that ppovouev 
which had been urged upon the readers in ver. 15, and which would lead them 
to press on towards the attainment of the prize of their heavenly calling. To 
bring out this contrast, as well as to mark them in distinction from the 74 of the 
following verse, the words are put in the nominative. They mind the earthly 
things, we the heavenly (7a éxiyesa, dv, év ovpavoic). 

(f) The use of yap (ver. 20) is similar to that in Gal. v. 5, proving the state- 
ment respecting one party by showing that the other party pursue an opposite 
course, or have an opposite character. This peculiarity in the ydp, and the em- 
phasis just mentioned as connected with oi r. é. gpov., show clearly that Meyer is 
correct in making the ydp give the proof of that last preceding clause alone.— 
(g) cwrijpa is better taken as a predicate accusative, as Meyer and others hold, than 
as an accusative of the object. The word Saviour is to be explained in its special 
reference here, by the suggestions of the context. We may notice with respect to 
these, (1) that the next verse concentrates the thought on the change in the body. 
This, according to Rom. viii. 23, is the final consummation of the work of redemption. 
The verb drexdéyouar is, also, used in that passage; (2) that the distinguishing 
characteristic of the enemies of the cross alluded to in ver.19 is their giving them- 
selves up to fleshly indulgences. They make a god, as it were, of this fleshly ele- 
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ment connected with the body; (3) that the end to which the course of life of these 
enemies will bring them, is at@/ea. The thought of the Apostle, in view of these 
facts, would seem*to be this: that he is waiting for the appearance of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, as one who shall perfect the great work of salvation from sin, and its 
consequences, by that wonderful transformation of the body which delivers it from 
the fleshly element and carnal passions, and makes it like His own—a spiritual body 
fitted for the uses and the abode of the glorified spirit—(h) Meyer holds that amexde- 
xoueda (ver. 20) and the words of ver. 21 are to be understood as implying that 
Paul expected the #uei¢ to live until the Parousia. Alf. holds the same view. 
The words are undoubtedly consistent with this view, and they have an especial 
fitness (as e.g. Tarevacewc) if this view is adopted, but they do not, in themselves, 
prove beyond question that such was the Apostle’s expectation.—(i) T7¢ tawecvOcewe 

_is opposed to tH déEy¢. It describes the body as appertaining to this earthly con- 
dition of humiliation, as contrasted with the future body appertaining to the glori- 
fied state of the heavenly life. The change takes the body out of the bondage to 
corruption and the law of decay, and brings it into the freedom from that law 
which belongs to the glorified state of the children of God (Rom. viii. 21). The 
humiliation is not the “fleshly” element, and it does not by any means involve the 
necessity of coming under the dominion of the fleshly power. But so long as the 
body of our humiliation continues, there is an exposure to the assaults of that 
power, and we earnestly look for the Saviour who shall transform it—(j) The 
closing words of ver. 21 are added, not improbably, as showing the ground of con- 
fidence which the follower of Christ has, in his pressing on towards the reward, and 
in his triumphant hope of the final completeness of his redemption. The readers 
might well, therefore, stand fast in the Lord. 


se 
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CHAPTER IV. 


Ver. 3. Instead of vai Elz. has xai, against decisive witnesses.—Instead of 
obluye yrjote, yujowe obtvye should be written, with Lachm. and Tisch., upon pre- 
ponderating evidence—On decisive testimony, in ver. 12, instead of olda dé rar, 
(Elz.) olda wat raz. is to be received. The dé has taken its rise from the last sy]l- 
lable of oida ; hence we also find the reading dé xai—Ver. 13. After we Elz. has. 
Xpio7«, in opposition to A B D* 8, yss. (also Vulgate) and Fathers. Defended 
by Reiche, but it is an addition from 1 Tim. i. 12, from which passage also are 
found the amplifications in Or., X. "Iycot and X.'I. 76 Kxupio juov—Ver. 16. eic] 
wanting in A D* E**, min. vss. and Fathers. Bracketed by Lachm. But after 
61%, £1 might the more readily be omitted, as it seemed superfluous, and might, 
indeed, on account of the absence of an object for éxéuy., appear offensive—Ver. 
19. With Lachm. and Tisch., the form 74 7/ovro¢ is to be adopted upon decisive 
testimony. See on 2 Cor. viii. 2.—Ver. 23. tavrov tov] ABD E F G P &**, 
min. Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. It. Damasc. Ambrosiast. Pel. have tov 
mvevuarog tuav, So Lachm. and Tisch. Taken from Gal. vis 18, whence also in 
Elz. 76v has likewise crept in after xupiov, 


Ver. 1. [Onvv.1-3,see Note XX. pages 188, 189.] Conclusion drawn from 
what precedes, from ver. 17 onwards. We are not justified in going fur- 
ther back (de Wette refers it to the whole exhortation, iii. 2 ff, comp. 
also Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofmann), because the direct address to the 
readers in the second person is only introduced at ver. 17, and that with 
adeAgot, as in the passage now before us; secondly, because the predicates 
Gyaryrot . . . orégavde pov place the summons in that close personal rela- 
tion to the apostle, which entirely corresponds with the words ovyucunrat 
pov yivecte in ver. 17; thirdly, because éore finds its logical reference in 
that which immediately precedes, and this in its turn is connected with 
the exhortation cvmpiyyrai «.7.2. in ver. 17; and lastly, because otro in 
ver. 1 is correlative to the ofrw in iii. 17.1—éore] [XX a.] accordingly ; 
the ethical actual result, which what has been said of the jeic in ili. 20 f. 
ought to have with the readers. Comp. ii.12; 1 Cor. xv. 58.—dyaryrot 
«.7.A.] “ blandis appellationibus in eorum affectus se insinuat, quae tamen 
non sunt adulationis, sed sinceri amoris,” Calvyin—How might they dis- 
appoint, and grieve such love as this by non-compliance !—ériré6yror] 
longed for, for whom I yearn (comp. i. 8) ; not occurring elsewhere in the 
N. T. ;2—orégavoc] comp. 1 Thess. ii. 19; Ecclus. i. 9, vi. 31, xv. 6; Ez. xvi. 


1JIn opposition to which Hofmann quite thought and spoken thus mechanically! The 
groundlessly urges the objection, that Paul = erjxere isin fact substantially justa mepurarety 
in that case would have written mepuratetre which maintains its ground. 
instead of o7yjxere. As if he must have 2Comp. App. Hisp. 43; Eust. Opusc. p. 357. 
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12, xxiii. 42; Prov. xvi. 81, xvii. 6; Job xix.9. The honor, which accrued 
to the apostle from the excellent Christian condition of the church, is 
represented by him under the figure of a crown of victory. The reference 
of yapa to the present time, and of orég. to the future judgment (Calvin 
and others, comp. Pelagius), introduces arbitrarily a reflective distinction 
of ideas, which is not in keeping with the fervor of the emotion.—oira] 
[XX b.] corresponding to the rizog that has just been set forth and re- 
commended to you (iii. 17 ff). Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, 
Erasmus, Calvin, Bengel, and others, interpret : so, as ye stand, so that Paul 
“‘praesentem statum laudando ad perseverantiam eos hortetur,” Calvin. 
This is at variance with the context, for he has just adduced others as a 
model for his readers; and the exhortation would not agree with cvmyuu. 
zh. yiveobe, iii. 17, which, notwithstanding all the praise of the morally ad- 
vanced community, still does not presuppose the existence already of a 
normal Christian state—év kvpiy] Comp. 1 Thess. iii. 8. Christ is to be the 
element in which the standing fast required of them is to have its specific 
character, so that in no case can the moral life ever act apart from the 
fellowship of Christ—ayaryroi] “ repetabje haec vocis hujus avadgop4,” Gro- 
tius. In no other epistle so much as in this has Paul multiplied the ex- 
pressions of love and praise of his readers ; a strong testimony certainly 
as to the praiseworthy condition of the church, from which, however, 
Weiss infers too much. : Here, as always (Rom. xii. 19; 2 Cor. vii. 1, xii. 
19; Phil. ii. 12; 1 Cor. x. 14; Heb. vi. 9, et al.), moreover, ayaryroi stands as 
an address without any more precise self-evident definition, and is -not 
to be connected (as Hofmann holds) with é» kupie. 

Ver. 2f. [XX ce] After this general exhortation, ver. 1, the apostle, 
still deeply concerned for the community that is so dear to him, finds it 
requisite to give a special admonition to and for two meritorious women,? 
through whose disagreement, the details of which are unknown to us, but 
which probably turned on differences of their working in the church, a 
scandal had occurred, and the orjxew é xvpio might more or less be im- 
perilled. Whether they were deaconesses in Philippi (as many conjecture), 
must remain undecided. Grotius has erroneously considered both names, 
Hammond and Calmet only the second, to be masculine,’ and in that case 


39; Aq. Ez. xxiii. 11 (érurd@nots); Ps.cxxxix. ap. vii. 46. 1 (according to which Peter ap- 


9 (€mewdOnpa); Ael. NV. A. vii. 3 (ro@nrds). 

1Comp. orépavoy evxdrcias pwéyav, Soph. Aj. 
465; Eur, Suppl. 313; Iph. A. 193, Here. F. 
1334; Thue, ii. 46; Jacobs, ad Anthol. UX. p. 
30; Lobeck ad Aj. 1. ¢.; also orepavody (Wes- 
seling, ad Diod. Sic. I. p. 684), erepevwne, Pind. 
Pyth. i. 96, xii. 9, orepavynpopetvy, Wisd. iv. 2, 
and Grimm in loe. 

2According to Baur, indeed, they are 
alleged to be two parties rather than two 
women; and *chwegler (nachapostol, Zeitalt. 
II. p. 135) makes out that Euodia represents 
the Jewish-Christian, and Syntyche the Gen- 
tile-Christian party, and that yryovos ovguyos 
applies to Peter! On the basis of Constitutt. 


pointed an Euodius, and Paul Ignatius, as. 
Bishop of Antioch), this discovery has been 
amplified with further caprice by Volkmar 
in the Theol. Jahrb, 1857, p. 147 ff. But exe- 
getical fiction in connection with the two 
feminine names has been pushed to the 
utmost by Hitzig, z. Krit. Paulin. Br. p. 5 ff, 
according towhom they are supposed to haye 
their origin in Gen. xxx. 9 ff.; he represents 
our author as haying changed Asher and 
Gad into women in order to represent figura- 
tively two parties, and both of them Gentile- 
Christian. ‘ 

8 Theodore of Mopsuestia quotes the opinion 
that the two were husband and wife. 


———— 
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avrai¢ in ver. 3 is made to apply to others (viz. airwe¢ «.7.2.). For the two 
Jeminine names on inscriptions, see Gruter and Muratori. With Tischen- 
dorf and Lipsius (Gramm. Unters. p. 31), Svvrvyh is to be treated as Oxy- 
tone. Comp. generally Kuhner, I. p. 256. The twice used rapax. : “ quasi 
coram adhortans seorsum utramvis, idque summa cum aequitate,” Ben- 
gel. An earnestly individualizing érzovy (Bremi, ad Aeschin. p. 400).— 
7d avtd gpov.] see on li. 2.—év xvp.] characterizes the specifically Christian 
concord, the moral nature and effort of which are grounded on Christ as 
their determining vital principle. Paul does not desire a union of minds 
apart from Christ.—W hether the disunion, which must be assumed, had its 
deeper root in moral pride on account of services in the cause of the 
gospel (Schinz) is not clear. 

Ver. 3. Indeed, I entreat thee also, etc. This bringing in of a third party 
is a confirmation of the previous admonition as regards its necessity and 
urgency; hence the vai; comp. Philem. 20. See also on Matt. xv. 27.— 
citvye [XX d.] is erroneously understood by Clemens Alexandrinus, Isido- 
rus, Erasmus, Musculus, Cajetanus, Flacius, and others, as referring to the 
wife of the apostle; an idea which, according to 1 Cor. vii. 8, compared 
with ix. 5, is at variance with history (see, already, Chrysostom, Theodo- 
ret, Oecumenius, Theophylact), and at the same time at variance with 
grammar, as the adjective must in that case have stood in the feminine.’ 
Others understand the husband of one of the two women (so, although with 
hesitation, Chrysostom, also Theophylact, according to.whom, however, 
he might have been a brother, and Camerarius ; not disapproved by Beza); 
but what a strangely artificial designation would “genuine conjux” be! 
Weiss prefers to leave undecided the nature of the bond which connected 
the individual in question with the two women. But if, in general, a 
relation to the women were intended, and that apart from the bond of © 
matrimony, by the term of{vye Paul would have expressed himself very 
awkwardly ; for the current use of the word oci{vyoc, and also of ovfuyge (3 
Mace. iy. 8) and ci{ve (Eur. Alc. 924), in the sense of conju (comp, ovgevy- 
vovat, Xen. Oec. 7. 830; Herodian, iii. 10. 14), must have been well known 
to the reader. The usual mode of interpreting this passage? has been to 
refer it to some distinguished fellow-laborer of the apostle, well known, as a 
matter of course, to the readers of the epistle, who had his abode in Phil- 
ippi and deserved well of the church there by special services. Some 
have ‘arbitrarily fixed on Silas (Bengel), and others quite unsuitably on 
Timothy (Estius), and even on Epaphroditus (Vatablus, Grotius, Calovius, 
Michaelis, van Hengel, and Baumgarten-Crusius), whom Hofmann also 
would have us understand as referred to, inasmuch as he regards him as 
the amanuensis of the epistle, who had therefore heard it dictated by the 
apostle, and then heard it again when it came to be read in the church, 

so that he knew himself to be the person addressed. What accumulated 
invention, in order to fasten upon Epaphroditus the, after all, unsuitable 


1 Test. XII. Patr. p.526; Eur. Alc. 314,342, 385. thies, de Wette, following Pelagius and The- 
2So Flatt, Rheinwald, Hoelemann, Mat-  odoret. 
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confession before the church that he was himself the person thus dis- 
tinguished by the apostle! According to Luther’s gloss, Paul means “ the 
most distinguished bishop in Philippi.” Comp. also Ewald, who compares 
ovpmpecBorepoc, 1 Pet. y.1. But how strange would such a nameless desig- 
nation be in itself! How easily might the preferential designation by 
yhowog have seemed even to slight other fellow-laborers in Philippi! Be- 
sides, Paul, in describing his official colleagues, never makes use of this 
term, oitvyoc, which does not occur elsewhere in the N. T., and which 
would involve the assumption that the unknown individual stood in quite 
a special relation to the apostle corresponding to this purposely-chosen 
predicate. Laying aside arbitrariness, and seeing that this address is 
surrounded by proper names (vv. 2, 3), we can only find in cifvye a proper 
name, in which case the attribute yryove corresponds in a delicate and 
winning way to the appellative sense of the name (comp. Philem. 11) ; gen- 
uine Syzygus, that is, thou who art in reality and substantially that which 
thy name expresses : “ fellow-in-yoke,” 7. e. yoke-fellow, fellow-laborer. We 
may assume that Syzygus had rendered considerable services to Christi- 
anity in Philippi in joint labor with the apostle, and that Paul, in his 
appellative interpretation of the name, followed the figurative conception 
of animals in the yoke ploughing or thrashing (1 Cor. ix. 9; 1 Tim. vy. 18), 
a conception which was suggested to him by the very name itself. The 
opposite of yvfowcg would be: ov dvtwe Sv (comp. Plat. Polit. p. 293 E), 
so that the man with his name Syzygus would not be éréovuyo¢c (Eur. Phoen. 
1500; Soph. Aj. 480), Jacobs, ad Del. Epigr. p. 272 f. He bore this his 
name, however, as dvoua ér#ryuov (Del. Epigr. v. 42). This view of the 
word being a proper name—to which Wiesinger inclines, which Laurent 
decidedly defends! in his Neu. Stud. p. 184 ff. and Grimm approves of in 
his Lewicon, and which Hofmann, without reason, rejects? simply on 
account of the usus loquendi of yrpovoc not being proved—was already held 
by ravéce in Chrysostom; comp. Niceph. Call. ii. p. 212 D; Oecumenius 
permits a choice between it and the explanation in the sense of the hus- 
band of one of the two women. It is true that the name is not preserved 
elsewhere ; but with how many names is that the case? Hence it was 
unwarranted to assume (Storr) a translation of the name KoAanyac¢ 
(Joseph. Bell. vii. 3. 4), in connection with which, moreover, it would be 
hard to see why Paul should have chosen the word offvyor elsewhere not 
used by him, and not ovvepyéc, or the like.’ To refer the word to Christ, 


1In doing so, Laurent takes the reference 
of ovv contained in the name as general: 
“helper of all labor in the vineyard of the 
Lord.” More thoughtful, however, is the 
reference to the apostle himself, whose true 
yoke-fellow is to supply his place with his 
former female fellow-strivers (cvvjiOdA. jor); 
comp. also subsequently cvvepyav pov. 

2 According to our view, yvyovos is, in fact, 
taken in no other sense than that which is 
eurrent in all Greek authors, viz. dAyOuvds, 
verus, as Hofmann himself takes it. Whether 


we refer it thus to ovgvye as an appellative 
word, or as the appellative contents of a name 
—is a matter which leaves the linguistic use 
of yryjcvos altogether untouched. As is well 
known, v6@os has the same general linguistic 
usage in the opposite sense (see e.g. Plat. 
Rep. p. 536 A; Jacobs, ad Del. Epigr. i. 
103. 3). 

*This holds at the same time against the 
view of Pelagius: “Germanus dictus est 
nomine, qui erat compar officti.”. He is fol- 
lowed by Lyra. 
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who helps every one to bear his yoke (Wieseler), was a mistake.— 
avddauB. avraic] lay hold along with them, that is, assist them, namely, for 
their reconciliation and for restoring their harmonious action. —airmec] 
utpote quae, giving the motive, comp. i. 28; see on Rom. i. 25, ii. 15, vi. 2, 
et al.—év 76 evayy.] the domain, in which they, etc. Comp. Rom. i. 9; 1 
Thess. iii. 2. It was among women that the gospel had first struck root in 
Philippi (Acts xvi. 13), and it is to be assumed that the two women named 
had rendered special service in the spread and confirmation of Christi- 
anity among their sex, and therein had shared the conflict of affliction 
and persecution with Paul (1 Thess. ii. 2). On ovvf6aycav, comp. i. 27.— 
pera wal KAhuevtog x.r.2.] and in what fellowship, so honorable to them, have 
they shared my conflict for Christ’s sake? in association also with Clement 
and, etc. The reference of the xai is to yo; their joint-striving with 
Paul had been a fellowship in striving also with Clement, etc.; they had 
therein stood side by side with these men also? The connection of pera «x. 
KA. «.7.A. with ovasayB aitaic (Coccejus, Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, J. B. 
Lightfoot, Hofmann) is opposed by the facts, that Paul has committed 
the service of mediation to an individual, with which the general impress 
now given to this commission is not in keeping, and that the subsequent 
év 7a évéuara x.7.2., in the absence of any specification of the churches, 
would neither be based on any motive nor intelligible to the readers, and 
would be strangest of all in the event of Paul’s having intended, as Hof- 
mann thinks, to indicate here the presbyters and deacons mentioned in i. 1. 
The Aouroi cuvepyoi, as well as generally the more special circumstances of 
which Paul here reminds his readers, were—if pera xa x.7.A. be joined 
with owvifancév por beside which it stands—historically known to these 
readers, although unknown to us.—That Clement was a teacher in Philippi 
(so most modern expositors ; according to Grotius, a presbyter in Philippi, 
but “Romanus aliquis in Macedonia negotians”’), must be maintained in 
accordance with the context, seeing that with him those two Philippian 
women labored as sharing the conflict of the apostle; and of a traveling 
companion of this name, who had labored with the apostle in Macedonia, 
there is no trace to be found; and seeing that the Ao:rol cvvepyot also are 
to be regarded as Philippians, because thus only does the laudatory ex- 
pression dv rdé dvéyara «.7.A. appear in its vivid and direct set purpose of 
bespeaking for the two women the esteem of the church. The more fre- 
quent, however, in general the name of Clement was, the more arbitrary 
is the old view, although not yet known to Irenaeus (iii. 3. 3), that Cle- 
ment of Rome is the person meant.’ So most Catholic expositors (not 


builds up a whole fabric of combinations, 


1Luke v.7; Herod. vi.125; Xen. Ages. 2.31; 
which are intended to transfer the date of 


Wunder, ad Soph. Phil. 280; Lex. Plat. I11.p.294. 


20On kai... kai, the first kat meaning also, 
comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p.891; onits rarer 
position, however, between preposition and 
noun, see Schaefer, Ind. ad Gregor. Cor. p. 
1064; Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 143; Kthner, 


II. 1, p. 480 f. 
8 Nevertheless, upon this hypothesis Baur 


our epistle to the post-apostolic age, when the 
Flavius Clemens known in Roman history, who 
was a patruelis of Domitian (Suet. Dom. 15), 
and a Christian (Lami, de erud. apost. p. 104; 
Baur, II. p. 68), had already become the well- 
known Clement of Roman tradition. Comp. 
Volkmar in the Theolog. Jahrb. 1856, p. 309, 
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Dollinger), following Origen, ad Joh. i. 29; Eusebius, H. E. iii. 15; Epiph- 
anius, Haer. xxvii. 6; Jerome, Pelagius, and others; so also Francke, in 
the Zeitschr. f. Luth. Theol. 1841, iii. p. 78 ff., and van Hengel, who con- 
jectures Euodia and Syntyche to have been Roman women who had 
assisted the apostle in Rome, and had traveled with Epaphroditus’ to 
Philippi. See generally, besides Liinemann and Bruckner, Lipsius, de 
Clem. Rom. ep. p. 167 ff.; J. B. Lightfoot, p. 166 ff; and Hilgenfeld, A post. 
Vater, p. 92 ff—év 7a dvéu. «.7.2.] refers merely to Tov Aomov x.7.A., Whom 
Paul does not adduce by name, but instead of this affirms of their names 
something so great and honorable. God has recorded their names in 
His book, in which are written down the future partakers of the everlast- 
ing Messianic life; so surely and irrevocably is this life assigned to them. 
What Paul thus expresses by this solemn figure, he knew from their 
whole Christian character and action, in which he recognized by experi- 
ence “quasi electionis’ absconditae sigilla” (Calvin). See, moreover, on 
Luke x. 20, and Wetstein on our passage; it is different in Heb. xii. 23 
(see Liinemann in loc). éo.i must be supplied, not the optative, as Bengel 
thinks; and it must remain an open question, whether the persons re- 
ferred to (among whom Ewald reckons Clement) are to be regarded as 
already dead (Bengel, Ewald), which is not to be inferred from dv ra 
ovéuara «.t.A.; see Luke x. 20; Hermas, Pastor i. 1.3. It is at all events 
certain that this predicate, which Paul nowhere else uses, is an especially 
honorable one, and does not simply convey what holds true of all Chris- 
tians (so Hofmann in connection with his erroneous reference of era kat 
x74). At Luke x. 20, and Rev. xiii. 8 also, it is a mark of distinction. 
Ver. 4 f. [On vv. 4-9, see Note XXI. pages 189, 190.] Without any par- 
ticle of transition, we have once more general concluding admonitions, 
which begin by taking up again the encouraging address broken off in | 
iii. 1, and now strengthened by wdvrore—the key-note of the epistle. 
[XXIa.] They extend as far as ver. 9; after which Paul again speaks 
of the assistance which he had received.—révrore] not to be connected 
with maa ip (Hofmann), which would make the 44 very superflu- 
ous, is an essential element of the Christian ya/pew; comp. 1 Thess. v. 
16; 2 Cor. vi. 10. Just at the close of his epistle the apostle brings it in 
significantly. Paul desires joyfulness at all times on the part of the be- 
liever, to whom even tribulation is grace (i. 7, 29) and glory (Rom. v. 8), 
and in whom the pain of sin is overcome by the certainty of atonement 
(Rom. viii. 1); to whom everything must serve for good (Rom. viii. 28; 1 


according to whom the Roman Clement is to 1 The detailed discussion of the question as 


be here already assumed as amartyr. Indeed, 
according to Schwegler and Hitzig, 2. Krit. 
paulin. Br. p. 13, a first attempt is made here 
to connect this Clement also with Peter (for 
no other in their view is the avgvyos). Thus, 
no doubt, the way is readily prepared for 
bringing down our epistle to the days of 
Trajan. Round the welcome name of Clement 
all possible fictions crystallize. 


to the ground of the divine electio here por- 
trayed (the Reformed theologians, “ the decre- 
tum absolutum ;” the Lutherans, “the praevisa 
fides ;” the Catholics, “the praevisa opera”) is 
out of place here. Flacius, Clav. s. v.“ liber,” 
justly observes that it is not fatalis quaedam 
electio which is pointed to, but ob veram jus- 
titiam, qualis Christi est, credentes eo referri et 
inscribi. 
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Cor. iii. 21 f.), and nothing can separate him from the love of God (Rom. 
Vili. 38 f.).—dAw pd] once more I will say. Observe the future, which 
exhibits the consideration given to the matter by the writer ; consequently 
not equivalent to aw Aéyo, 2 Cor. xi. 16; Gal. i. 9.1—Td ércecndc sud] 
[XXI b.] your mildness [Lindigkeit, Luther], that is, your gentle character, 
as opposed to undue sternness.* As to the neuter of the adjective taken 
as a substantive, see on ili. 8; comp. Soph. O. C. 1127. It might also 
mean: your becoming behavior® But how indefinite would be such a 
requirement as this! The general duty of the Christian walk (which 
Matthies finds in the words) is not set forth till ver. 8. And in the N. T. 
éxiex. always occurs in the above-named special sense —yvwobfrw maow 
avOp.] let it be known by all men, through the acquaintance of experi- 
ence with your conduct. Comp. Matt. v. 16. The universality of the 
expression (which, moreover, is to be taken popularly: “let no man 
come to know you in a harsh, rigorous aspect ’’) prohibits our referring 
it to their relation to the enemies of the cross of Christ, against whom they 
should not be hatefully disposed (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact), 
or to the enemies of Christianity (Pelagius, Theodoret, Erasmus, and 
others), or to the Judaists (Rheinwald), although none of these are ex- 
eluded, and the motive for the exhortation is in part to be found in the 
outward circumstances full of tribulation, face to face with an inclination 
to moral pride.—The succession of exhortations without any outward link 
may be psychologically explained by the fact, that the disposition of 
Christian joyfulness must elevate men quite as much above strict insist- 
ing upon rights and claims as above solicitude (ver. 6). Neither with the 
former nor With the latter could the Christian fundamental disposition of 
the yaipew év xvpiw subsist, in which the heart enlarges itself to yielding 
love and casts all care upon God.—é kiping tyyic] [X XI ¢.] points to the 
nearness of Christ’s Parousia, 1 Cor. xvi. 22. Comp. on éyyic, Matt. xxiv. 
82 f.; Luke xxi. 31; Rev. i. 3, xxii. 10; Rom. xiii. 11. The reference to 
God, by which Paul would bring home to their hearts, as Calvin expresses 
it, “ divinae providentiae fiduciam,’ * is not suggested in vv. 1, 2, 4 by the 
context, which, on the contrary, does not refer to God until ver. 6. 
Usually and rightly, following Chrysostom and Erasmus, the words have 
been attached to what precedes If the Lord is at hand, who is coming 
as the Vindex of every injustice endured and as the owrfp of the faithful, 


1 Kadds édirAaciacer, érerdn Tov mpayuatwv 
H dios Avmyny ErexTe, dca Tod SimAactacpod 
Seixvucwy, ott wavtws Set xalpew, Chrysostom. 

2Polyb. v.10. 1: 4 émvetxera Kal didavOpwria, 
Lucian Phal. pr. 2: émvecnns x. wérpcos, Hero- 
dian, ii. 14. 5, ix. 12; 1 Tim. iii. 3; Tit. ili. 2; 
Jas. iii. 17; 1 Pet. ii. 18; Ps. Ixxxv. 5; Add. to 
Esth. vi. 8; 2 Macc. ix. 27). Comp. on 2 Cor. 
x.1. The opposite: axptBodicaros, Arist. Eth, 
Nic. v. 10. 8, exAnpés. 

3See e.g. the passages from Plato in Ast, 
Tex. 1. p. 775. 

4Comp. Ps. xxxiv. 18, exix. 151, cxlv. 18; so 


also Pelagius, Luther, Calovius, Zanchius, 
Wolf, Rheinwald, Matthies, Rilliet, Cornelius 
Miiller, and others. 

5 They do not belong, by way of introduc- 
tion, to what follows, as Hofmann thinks, who 
understands “the helpful nearness of the 
Lord” (Matt. xxviii. 20; Jas. iv. 8) in the 
present, and consequently the assurance of 
being heard in the individual case. Comp., 
rather, on the éyy’s habitually used of the 
future final coming, in addition to the above 
passages, Matt. iii. 2, iv. 17, x.7; Mark 1.15; 
Luke xxi. 8,28; Rom. xiii 12; Heb. x. 25; 
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now should they not, in this prospect of approaching victory and blessed- 
ness (iii. 20), willingly and cheerfully renounce everything opposed to 
Christian émeicea! The words therefore convey an encouragement to the 
latter. What follows has its complete reference, and that to God, pointed 
out by the antithesis aaa’ év ravti x.7.A. 

Ver. 6. The pepysvare is not to be limited in an arbitrary way (as by 
Grotius, Flatt, Weiss, and others, to anxious care) ; about nothing (neither 
want, nor persecution, nor a threatening future, etc.) are they at all to 
give themselves concern, but on the contrary, etc. ; dév, which is em- 
phatically prefixed, is the accusative of the object (1’ Cor. vil. 82 ff, xii. 
25; Phil. ii. 20)1 [XXId.] Caring is here, as in Matt. vi., the contrast 
to full confidence in God. Comp. 1 Pet. v. 7. “Curare et orare plus 
inter se pugnant quam aqua et ignis,” Bengel—év zavri] opposed to the 
pndév; hence: in every case or affair (comp. Eph. v. 24; 2 Cor. iv. 8; 1 
Thess. v. 18; Plat. Huthyd. p. 801 A), not: at all times (Syriac, Grotius, 
Bos, Flatt, Rheinwald).—r7j_ rpocevyij «. ty defoe.] by prayer and supplica- 
tion. On the distinction between the two (the former being general, the 
latter supplicating prayer), see on Eph. vi. 18. The article indicates the 
prayer, which ye make, and the repetition of the article, otherwise not re- 
quired, puts forward the two elements the more emphatically (Kuhner, 
II. 1, p. 529).—wyera edyap.] belongs to yvwprt. «.7.A., which, excluding all 
solicitude in the prayer, should never take place (comp. 1 Thess. v. 18; 
Col. iii. 17) without thanksgiving for the proofs of divine love already re- 
ceived and continually being experienced, of which the Christian is con- 
scious under all circumstances (Rom. viii. 28). In the thanksgiving of the 
suppliant there is expressed entire surrender to God’s will, the very 
opposite of solicitude.—ra airjuara iv.] what ye desire,* that is, in accord- 
ance with the context: your petitions.i—yvupiféicbw xpdc tr. Osdv] must be 
made known towards God ; mpéc, versus; it is the coram of the direction. 
The expression is more graphic than the mere dative would be; and the 
conception itself (yrwp.f.) is popularly anthropopathic; Matt. vi. 8. Ben- 
gel, moreover, aptly remarks on the subject-matter: “ qui desideria sua 
praepostero pudore ac diffidenti modestia . .. velant, suffocant ac 
retinent, curis anguntur; qui filiali et liberali fiducia erga Deum expro- 
munt, expediuntur. Confessionibus ejusmodi scatent Psalmi.” 

Ver. 7. The blessed result, which the compliance with ver. 6 will have for 
the inner man. How independent is this blessing of the concrete grant- 
ing or non-granting of what is prayed for !—) eipyvy tr. Ceci] the peace of 
soul produced by God (through the Holy Spirit; comp. yapa éy rvebuare 
dyiy, Rom. xiv. 17), the repose and satisfaction of the mind in God’s 


Jas. v.8; 1 Pet. iv.7; and the épyoua raxv 2 Plat. Rep. viii. p. 566 B; Dionys. Hal. Antt. 
of the Apocalypse. The simply correct ren- vi. 74; Luke xxiii. 24, 
dering is given after Chrysostom by Erasmus 81 John v. 15; Dan. vi. 7, 18; Ps. xix. 6, 


(“instat enim adventus Christi”), Grotius, and 
others. 

1Comp. Xen. Cyrop. viii. 7. 12: 7d woddAa 
pEpimvay Kat TO wy SivacAar Hovxiav Exe. 


xxxvi. 4, et al.; Schleusner, Thes. I. p. 
100, 

4Comp. Bernhardy, p. 265; Schoem. ad Js. 
115.25: 
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counsel and love, whereby all inward discord, doubt, and variance are — 
excluded, such as it is expressed e.g. in Rom. viii. 18, 28. So in substance 
most expositors.'_ This view—and not (in opposition to Theodoret and 
Pelagius) that explanation of peace in the sense of harmony with the 
brethren (Rom. xv. 33, xvi. 20; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; 1 Thess. v. 23; 2 Thess. iii. 
16), which corresponds to the ordinary use of the correlative 6 Qecd¢ ri¢ 
eipivy¢ in ver. 9—is here required on the part of the context, both by the 
contrast of wepiuvare in ver. 6, and by the predicate 7 imepéxyouca ravra vow. 
The latter, if applicable to the peace of harmony, would express too much 
and too general an idea; it is, on the other hand, admirably adapted to 
the holy peace of the soul which God produces, as contrasted with the 
pépeuva, to which the feeble voi¢ by itself is liable; as, indeed, in the clas- 
sical authors also (Plat. Rep. p. 329 C, p. 372 D), and elsewhere (Wisd. 
iii. 3), eipfvy denotes the tranquillitas and securitas, the mental yad#vy (Plat. 
Legg. vii. p. 791 A) and jovyia—a rest, which here is invested by rod Oot 
with the consecration of divine life. Comp. elpjvy tov Xpiorov, Col. ili. 15; 
John xiy. 33; and, on the other hand, the false eipfvy x! acgdaea, 1 Thess. 
v. 3. It is therefore not to be understood, according to Rom. v. 1, as “ pax, 
qua reconciliati estis Deo” (Erasmus, Paraphr.);? which would be too general 
and foreign to the context. The peace of reconciliation is the presupposi- 
tion of the divinely produced moral feeling which is here meant; the 
former is elpijvy xpdc tov Cedv, the latter elpjvy tov Osov.—i trepéxovoa mévta 
votv] [XXI e.] which surpasses every reason, namely,.in regard to its 
‘salutary power and efficacy ; that is, which is able more than_any reason to 
elevate above all solicitude, to comfort and to strengthen. Because the reason 
in its moral thinking, willing, and feeling is of itself too weak to confront 
the power of the cép£ (Rom. vii. 23, 25; Gal. v. 17), no reason is in a posi- 
tion to give this clear holy elevation and strength against the world and 
its afflictions. This can be effected by nothing but the agency of the 
divine peace, which is given by means of the Spirit in the believing heart, 
when by its prayer and supplication with thanksgiving it has elevated 
itself to God and has confided to Him all its concerns, 1 Pet. v.7. Then, 
in virtue of this blessed peace, the heart experiences what it could not have 
experienced by means of its own thinking, feeling, and willing. Accord- 
ing to de Wette, the doubting and heart-disquieting voi¢ is meant, which is 
surpassed by the peace of God, because the latter is based upon faith and 
feeling. In opposition to this, however, stands the rdvra, according to 
which not merely all doubting reason, but every reason ismeant. No one, 
not even the believer and regenerate, has through his reason and its 
action what he has through the peace of God. Others have explained it 
in the sense of the incomprehensibleness of the peace of God, “the greatness 
of which the understanding cannot even grasp” (Wiesinger).* Comp. 


1 Including Rheinwald, Flatt, Baumgarten- —_ Estius, Wetstein, and others, including Storr, 
Crusius, Hoelemann, Rilliet, de Wette, Wies- | Matthies, and van Hengel. 
inger, Ewald, Weiss, Hofmann, and Winer. 3So Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
2So Chrysostom, ) KataAdayn, 7 ayann T- Erasmus. Luther, Calvin, Grotius, also Hoele- 
Qcod; and Theophylact, Oecumenius, Beza, mann and Weiss. 
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Eph. iii. 20. But the context, both in the foregoing yydév pepywvare and in 
the ¢gpovpfoe «.7.A. Which follows, points only to the blessed influence, in 
respect of which the peace of God surpasses every kind of reason whatever, 
and consequently is more efficacious than it. It isa trepéxyew rH dvvauec; 
Paul had no occasion to bring into prominence the incomprehensibleness 
of the eipgvy Ocov.\—¢poupfcer x.7.A.] [XXII f.] not custodiat (Vulgate, Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Theophylact: dacgaticacto, Luther, Calovius, Cornelius a 
Lapide, and others, including Storr, Heinrichs, Flatt), but custodiet (Cas- 
talio, Beza, Calvin), whereby protection against all injurious influences 
(comp. 1 Pet. i. 5) is promised.2 This protecting vigilance is more pre- 
cisely defined by év X. ’I., which expresses its specific character, so far as 
this peace of God is in Christ as the element of its nature and life, and 
therefore its influence, protecting and keeping men’s hearts, is not other- 
wise realized and carried out than in this its holy sphere of life, which is 
Christ. The ¢povpé which the peace of God exercises implies in Christ, as 
it were, the ¢povpapyia (Xen. Mem. iv. 4.17). ‘Comp. Col. iii. 15, where the 
elpvn TOW Xprotod BpaBevec in men’s hearts. Others consider év X. ’I. as that 
which takes place on the part of the readers, wherein the peace of God 
would keep them, namely “in unity with Christ, in His divinely-blessed, 
holy life,” de Wette; or dore pévew ai uy Execeiv avrov Oecumenius, comp. 
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, Zanchius, and others, including Hein- 
richs, Storr, Flatt, Rheinwald, van Hengel, Matthies, Rilliet, Wiesinger, 
Weiss. But the words do not affirm wherein watchful activity is to keep 
or preserve the readers (Paul does not write rypfce; comp. John xvii. 11), 
but wherein it will take place; therefore the inaccurate rendering per 
Christum (Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, and others) is so far more correct. 
The artificial suggestion of Hoelemann (‘Christo fere cinguli instar ra¢ 
kapdiag buoy x.7.A. circumcludente,” etc.) is all the less warranted, the more 
familiar the idea év Xpiorg was to the apostle as representing the element 
in which the life and action, as Christian, move.—The pernicious influences 
themselves, the withholding and warding off of which are meant by ¢poupfoe 
x.7.4., are not to be arbitrarily limited, e.g. to opponents (Heinrichs), or to 
Satan (Beza, Grotius, and others), or sin (Theophylact), or pravas cogita- 
tiones (Calvin), or “ omnes insultus et curas” (Bengel), and the like; but to 
be left quite general, comprehending all such special aspects. Erasmus 
well says (Paraphr.): “adyersus omnia, quae hic possunt incidere formi- 
danda.”—ra¢ xapd. tu. x. Tad vou, tuov.] emphatically kept apart. It is 
enough to add Bengel’s note: “cor sedes cogitationum.’® The heart is 
the organ of self-consciousness, and therefore the moral seat of the 
activity of thought and will. As to the vojuara (2 Cor. iii. 14) as the inter- 
nal products of the theoretical and practical reason, and therefore includ- 


10n imepéxew with the accusative (usually dravolats, Eur. Suppl. 902: éppovper (modAovs) 
with the genitive, ii. 3), see Valekenaer,  pndev éfanaprdvecv. “Animat eos hac fiducia,” 
ad Eur, Hippol. 1365; Kuhner, II. 1, p. Erasmus, Annot. 


337. 8Comp. Roos, Fundam psychol. ex sacr. script. 
2Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 560 B.: oi... a&prrroe III. 26: “causa cogitationum interna eaque 
Ppovpol te Kai pvdakes év avdpay OeopiAay cigi _—jibera,” 
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ing purposes and plans (Plat. Polit. p. 260 D; 2 Cor. ii. 11), comp. Beck, 
bibl. Seelenl. p. 59, and Delitzsch, Psychol. p.179. The distinction is an 
arbitrary one, which applies r «apd. to the emotions and will, and +. vofu. 
to the intelligence (Beza, Calvin). 

Ver. 8 f. [XXI g.] A summary closing summons to a Christian mode of 
thought and (ver. 9) action, compressing everything closely and succinctly 
into a few pregnant words, introduced by 76 Ao:rév, with which Paul had 
already, at iii. 1, wished to pass on to the conclusion. See on iii. 1. This 
Td Aorxév is not, however, resumptive (Matthies, Ewald, following the old 
expositors), or concluding the exhortation begun in iii. 1 (Hofmann), for in: 
that passage it introduced quite a different summons; but, without any 
reference to iii. 1, it conveys the transition of thought: “what.over and 
above all the foregoing I have to urge upon you in general still is: every- 
thing that,” etc. According to de Wette, it is intended to bring out what 
remained for man to do, in addition to that which God does, ver.7. But 
in that case there must have been expressed, at least by iueic before ddeAgot 
or in some other way, an antithetic statement of that which had to be 
done on the part of man.—éca] nothing being excepted, expressed asyn- 
detically six times with the emphasis of an earnest éryov#. Comp. ii. 1, 
iii. 2; Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 341 [E. T. 398].—<277] The thoroughly 
ethical contents of the whole summons requires us to understand, not 
theoretical truth (van Hengel), but that which is morally true; that is, that 
which is in harmony with the objective standard of morality contained in the 
gospel: See 1 John i. 6; John iii. 21; Eph. v.9; 1 Cor. v. 8. To limit it 
to truth in speaking (Theodoret, Bengel) is in itself arbitrary, and not in 
keeping with the general character of the predicates which follow, in 
accordance with which we must not even understand specially unfeigned 
sincerity (Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, and others) ;? though this essentially 
belongs to the morally true.—veyva] worthy of honor, for it isin accordance 
with God3—dixa:a] upright, as it ought to be; not to be limited to the rela- . 
tions “ erga alios ” (Bengel, Heumann, and others), so that justice in the 
narrower sense would be meant (so Calvin: “ne quem laedamus, ne 
quem fraudemus;” Estius, Grotius, Calovius, and others). Comp., on 
the contrary,Theogn. 147 : év Sicasocivy ovAAgBdny rao’ aperh éatt.—ayva] pure, 
unstained, not: chaste in the narrower sense of the word (2 Cor. xi. 2; | 
Dem. 1371. 22; Plut. Mor. p. 268 E, 488 C, eé al.), as Grotius, Calovius, 
Estius, Heumann, and others would explain it. Calvin well says: “ cas- 
timoniam denotat in omnibus vitae partibus.” Comp. 2 Cor. vi. 6, vii. 
11; 1 Tim. v. 22; Jas. iii. 17; 1 Pet. iii. 2; 1 John iii. 3; often so used in 
Greek authors.4—rpocgi24] dear, that which is loved. Thisis just once more 


Xen. Occ. vi. 14: ro ceuwvov ovoya Td Kadov Te 
xayaéov. Dem. 385.11; Herodian, i. 2. 6; Ael. 


1Chrysostom: 9 dpety* Weidos 6€ 9 Kaxkia, 
Oecumenius: ad7nOy 5€é Gyo Ta evapera. Comp. 


also Theophylact. 

2Comp. Eph. iv. 21; Plat. Phil. p. 59 C: ro 
GAnGes Kal 6 by Aéyomer EtArKpivés. 

3Comp. 1 Tim. ii. 2: evoeBelq Kal cepvornte. 
Plat. Soph. p. 249 A: cemvov Kat ayvov vour, 


V. H. ii. 13, viii. 36; Polyb: ix. 36. 6, xv. 22. 1, 
XXil. 6. 10. 

4Comp. Menand. in Clem. Strom. vii. p. 
844: mas ayvés éotw O pydév éavT@ KaKov 
ouviduv. 
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Christian morality, which, in its whole nature as the ethical xadév, is worthy 
of love. The opposite is the aicypdvy, which deserves hate (Rom. vii. 15). 
Chrysostom suggests the supplying rtoi¢ mvoroig x. TH O2G; Theodoret only 
7@ Oc@. Others, as Calovius, Estius, Heinrichs, and many: “ amabilia 
hominibus.” But there is no necessity for any such supplement. The 
word does not occur elsewhere in the N. T., although frequently in clas- 
sical authors, and at Ecclus. iv. 8, xx. 13. Others understand kindliness, 
benevolence, friendliness, and the like. So Grotius; comp. Erasmus, 
Paraphr.: “ quaecumque ad alendam concordiam accommoda.”  Lin- 
guistically faultless (Ecclus. lc. ; Herod. i. 125; Thue. vii. 86; Polyb. x. 
5. 6), but not in keeping with the context, which does not adduce any special 
virtues.—eigya] not occurring elsewhere either in the N. T., or in the 
LXX., or Apocrypha; it does not mean: “quaecumque bonam famam 
conciliant” (Erasmus; comp. Calvin, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, 
Heinrichs, and others, also Rheinwald); but: that which sounds well 
(Luther) which has an auspicious (faustum) sound, 7. e. that which, when it 
is named, sounds significant of happiness, as, for instance, brave, honest, 
honorable, etc. The opposite would be: dicgnua.2 Storr, who is followed 
by Flatt, renders it: ‘“ sermones, qui bene aliis precantur.” So used in later 
Greek authors (also Symmachus, Ps. lxii. 6); but this meaning is here too 
special.—ei ric «.7.4.] comprehending all the points mentioned: if there be 
any virtue, and if there be any praise; not if there be yet another, etc. (de 
Wette).—aper# used by Paul here only, and in the rest of the N. T. only 
in 1 Pet. ii. 9, 2 Pet. i. 3, 5,5 in the ethical sense: moral aptitude in disposi- 
tion and action (the opposite to it, caxia: Plat. Rep. 444 D, 445 C, 1, p. 
348 C). Comp. from the Apocrypha, Wisd. iv. 1, v.18, and frequent 
instances of its use in the books of Macce.—éravoc] not: res laudabilis 
(Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Flatt, Matthies, van Hengel, and many others; 
comp. Weiss), but praise (Erasmus: “laus virtutis comes’), which the 
reader could not understand in the apostle’s sense otherwise than of a 
laudatory judgment actually corresponding to the moral value of the 
object. Thus, for instance, Paul’s commendation of love in 1 Cor. xiii. is 
an éraiwvog; or when Christ pronounces a blessing on the humble, the 
peacemakers, the merciful, etc., or the like. “ Vera laus uni virtuti 
debetur,” Cic. de orat. ii. 84. 8342; virtue is nai airy éxaiverp, Plat. Def. p. 


1Plat. Rep. p.444 E; Soph. El.972: diret yap 
Tpos Ta xpnora ras opav. “ Nihil est amabilius 
virtute, nihil quod magis alliciat ad diligen- 
dum,” Cie. Lael. 28. Comp. ad Famil. ix. 14; 
Xen. Mem. ii. 1.33. Luther well renders it: 
“lieblich,” and the Gothie: “liubaleik;” the 
Vulgate: “amabilia.” 

2Comp. Soph. Aj. 362; Eur. Iph. TJ. 687: 
cihynua hove. Plat. Leg. vii. p. 801 A: To THs 
@dns yévos etpnuov nutv. Aesch. Suppl. 694, 
Agam. 1168; Polyb. xxxi. 14. 4; Lucian, 
Prom. 3. 

8 We are not entitled toassume (with Beza) 


as the reason why Paul does not use this 
word elsewhere, that it is “ verbum nimium 
humile, si cum donis Spiritus Sancti com: 
paretur.” The very passage before us shows 
the contrary, as it means no other than Chris- 
tian morality. Certainly in Paul’s case, as 
with the N. T. authors generally and even 
Christ Himself, the specific designations of 
the idea of virtue, which correspond more 
closely to the sphere of theocratic O. T. ideas, 
such as Sixatocvvn, Uraxo7y, ayroTys, ayiwodry, 
oovorys, k-T-A., too necessarily suggested them- 
selves to his mind to allow him to use, the 
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411 C. Mistaken, therefore, were such additions as émorfune (D* E* F G) 
or disciplinae (Vulg., It., Ambrosiaster, Pelagius)—raira Aoyiteote] consider 
these things, take them to heart, in order (see ver. 9) to determine your 
conduct accordingly. “ Meditatio praecedit, deinde sequitur opus,” Cal- 
vin.'—Ver. 9. The Christian morality, which Paul in ver. 8 has com- 
mended to his readers by a series of predicates, he now again urges upon 
them in special reference to their relation to himself, their teacher and 
example, as that which they had also learned, etc. The first «at is therefore 
also, prefixing to the subsequent raira zpdéccere an element corresponding 
to this requirement, and imposing an obligation to its fulfillment. “ What- 
soever also has been the object and purport of your instruction, etc., that 
do.” To take the four times repeated xai asa double as well... as also 
(Hofmann and others), would yield an inappropriate formal scheme of 
‘separation. Kai in the last three cases is the simple and, but so that the 
whole is to be looked upon as bipartite: “Duo priora verba ad doctrinam 
pertinent, reliqua duo ad exemplum” (Estius).—a] not éca again; for no 
further categories of morality are to be given, but what they are bound to 
do generally is to be described under the point of view of what is known 
to the readers, as that which they also have learned, ete—raperapere] have 
accepted. Comp. 1 Cor. xv.1; Johni. 11; Polyb. xxxiii. 16.9. The inter- 
pretation: “ have received,? which makes it denote the instruction commu- 
nicated (1 Thess. ii. 13, iv.1; 2 Thess. iii. 6; 1.Cor. xi. 23; Gal. i. 9, 12; 
Col. ii. 6)® would yield a twofold designation for the one-element,* and on 
the other hand would omit the point of the assensus, which is so import- 
ant as a motive; moreover, from a logical point of view, we should 
necessarily expect to find the position of the two words reversed (comp. 
Gal. i. 12)—7jxotcare] does not refer to the proper preaching and teaching 
of the apostle (Erasmus, Calvin, Elsner, Rheinwald, Matthies), which is 
already fully embraced in the two previous points; nor does it denote: 
“audistis de me absente” (Estius and others, including Hoelemann, Rilliet, 
Hofmann), for all the other points refer to the time of the apostle’s pres- 
ence, and consequently not merely the “de me,” but also the “absente” 
would be purely imported. No, by the words jxobcare and eidere, to both 
of which év éuoi belongs, he represents to his readers his own example of 
Christian morality, which he had given them when he was present, in its 
two portions, in so far as they had perceived it in him (év éuoi, comp. i. 30) 


general term for morality, aperj, as familiar, Hoelemann, de Wette, Weiss, Hofmann. 


however worthily and nobly the Platonic 
doctrine, in particular, had grasped the idea 
of it (eis dcov dvvatov avOpimw oporovabat 
" @eG, Plat. Rep. p. 613 A, 500 ©, et al.). 

1On Aoyigec@ar, comp. Ps. lii. 2; Jer. xxvi. 
8; Nah. i.9; Ps. xxxv.4; xxxvi.4; 3 Macc. 
iv. 4; Soph. O. R. 461; Herod. viii. 53; Dem. 
63,12; Sturz, Lex. Xen. III. p.42; the opposite: 
Ovyta AoyigecOa, Anthol. Pal. xi. 56. 3. 

2 Vulgate, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, and most 
expositors, including Rheinwald, Rilliet, 


3Comp. Plat. Theaet. p. 198 B: mwapadap- 
Bavovra 6€ pavOdaverv. 

4 Real distinctions have, indeed, been made, 
but how purely arbitrary they are! Thus 
Grotius (comp. Hammond) makes éuaé. apply 
to the primam institutionem, and mapedaB. to 
the exactiorem doctrinam, Rilliet explains it 
differently, making the former denote: “son 
enseignement direct,” and the latter: “les in- 
structions, qu'il leur a transmises sous une forme 
quelconque.” 
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partly by hearing, in his whole oral behavior and intercourse with them, 
partly by seeing, in his manner of action among them; or, in other words, 
his example both in word and deed.—ravta mpdocere] these things do, is not 
related to ratra Aoyitecbe, ver. 8, as excluding it, in such a way that for 
what is said in ver. 8 the AoAifecbac merely would be required, and for 
what is indicated in ver. 9 the zpdocew; on the contrary, the two opera- 
tions, which in substance belong jointly to the contents of both verses, are 
formally separated in accordance with the mode of expression of the par- 
allelism. Comp. on ii. 8 and Rom. x. 10.—kai 6 @eé¢ «.7.2.] in substance 
the same promise as was given in ver. 7. God, who works peace (that holy 
peace of soul, ver. 7), will be with you, whereby is meant the help given 
through the Holy Spirit; and His special agency, which Paul here has in 
view, is unmistakably indicated by the very predicate ric eip#unc. 


ReMARK.—It is to be noticed that the predicates in ver. 8, GA767 . . . eténua 
do not denote different individual virtues, but that each represents the Christian 
moral character generally, so that in reality the same thing is described, but according 
to the various aspects which commended tt. Comp. Diog. Laert. ii. 106: é 7d ayafov 
moAAoic ovduact Kadotuevov, Cie. de fin. iii. 4.14: “una virtus unum istud, quod 
honestum appellas, rectum, laudabile, decorum.” That it is Christian morality which 
Paul has in view, is clearly evident from ver. 9 and from the whole preceding 
context. Hence the passage cannot avail for placing the morality of the moral 
law of nature (Rom. ii. 14 f.) on an equality with the gospel field of duty, which 
has its specific definition and consecration—as also, for the reconciled whom it 
embraces, the assurance of the divine keeping (vv. 7,9)—in the revealed word 
(ver. 9), and in the enlightening and ethically transforming power of the Spirit 
(comp. Kom. xii. 2). 


Ver. 10. [On Vy. 10-19, see Note XXII. pages 190, 191.] Carrying on his 
discourse with df, Paul now in conclusion adds, down to ver. 20, some 
courteous expressions, as dignified as they are delicate, concerning the aid 
which he had received. Hitherto, indeed, he had only mentioned this work 
of love briefly and casually (ii. 25, 80). In the aid itself Baur discovers a 
contradiction of 1 Cor. ix. 15, and conjectures that the author of the 
epistle had 2 Cor. xi. 9 in view, and had inferred too much from that 
passage. But, in fact, Baur himself has inferred too much, and incor- 
rectly, from 1 Cor. ix. 15; for in this passage Paul speaks of payment for his 
preaching, not of loving gifts from persons at a distance, which in point of 
fact put him in the position to preach gratuitously in Achaia, 2 Cor, xi. 8 
ff. There is, besides, in our passage no mention of regular sendings of 
money.—év xvpiw] as in iii, 1, iv. 4. It was, indeed, not a joy felt apart 
Jrom Christ ; ob koopixig Exdpyv, gnotv, odd? Buotixde, Chrysostom.—peydrac] 
mightily. Comp. LXX., 1 Chron. xxix. 9; Neh. xii. 42; Polyb. iii. 87.5; 
Polye. Phil. 1. The position at the end is emphatic.'\—érc jd moré x.7.2.] is 
to be rendered: “that ye have at length once again come into the flourishing 
condition of taking thought for my benefit, in behalf of which ye also TOOK 


1 See on Matt. ii.10; and Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaedr. p. 256 E, Menem. p. 235 A. 
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thought, but had no favorable opportunity.”—ijdn oré] taken in itself may 
mean: already once; or, as in Rom, i. 10: tandem aliquando. The latter 
is the meaning here, as appears from é¢’ «7.4. Chrysostom justly 
observes (comp. Oecumenius and Theophylact) that it denotes ypévov 
Haxpév, When namely that 6422s had not been present, which has now 
again (comp. ver. 15 f.) set in.! This view of jy xoré is the less to be 
evaded, seeing that the reproach which some have discovered in the 
passage (éxriunowe, Chrysostom) is not by any means conveyed in it, as 
indeed from the delicate feeling of the apostle we might expect that it 
would not, and as is apparent from the correct explanation of the 
sequel.—aveflézere] [XXII ¢.] ye have again become green (refloruistis, 
Vulgate), like a tree or an orchard which had been withered, and has 
again budded and put forth new shoots (#aAAo%c).2_ It cannot be the revival 
of their care-taking love which is meant, so that the readers would have 
previously been axopapavtlévrec év 7H éAenpoobvy (Oecumenius, also Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, Pelagius, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Estius, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, Flatt, Wiesinger, Ewald, and most expositors, 
who rightly take davefa2. as intransitive, as well as all who take it transitively ; 
see below); for how indelicate would be such an utterance, which one 
could not, with Weiss, acquit from implying an assumption that a different , 
disposition previously existed; and how at variance with the é 6 
égpoveire x.7.2. which immediately follows, and by which the continuous 
care previously exercised is attested! No, it is the flowrishing anew of their 
prosperity (comp. Rheinwald, Matthies, van Hengel, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Sehenkel, Hofmann, and others), the opposite of which is after- 
wards expressed by 7xa:peiohe, that is denoted, as prosperous circum- 
stances are so often represented under the figure of becoming green and 
blooming.’ It is therefore inconsistent, both with delicate feeling and 
with the context, to take ave(a2. transitively: “ revirescere sivistis solitam 
vestram rerum mearum procurationem” (Hoelemann; comp. Coccejus, 
Grotius, Heinrichs, Hammond, and others, including Rilliet, de Wette, 
Weiss), although the transitive use of dvafd2/ew in the LXX. and also in 
the Apocrypha is unquestionable (Ezek. xvii. 24; Ecclus. i. 16, xi. 20, 1. 
10; see generally Schleusner, Thes. I. p. 220 f.); and that of 04AAev is also 
current in classical authors.4 An unfounded objection is brought against 
the view which explains it of the revival of prosperity, that it is inappro- 
priate as a subject of joy in the Lord (see Weiss) ; it is appropriate at all 
events, when such a use is made of the revived prosperity.—rd imép épov 


1Comp. Baeumlein, Partik. p. 140. Wisd.iv.3f.; Hes. Op. 231: réO0nAe rods, Pind. 

2The conjecture, on the ground of this Isth. iii. 9: GABos...OdéAAwy, Pyth. vii. 22: 
figurative expression, that the Philippians Oddrdovoay evdatpoviav. Plat. Legg. xii. p.945 D: 
might have sent to the apostle in spring, and Taga ovTw OdAddAeL TE Kal eVSatwover Xwpa K. 
that #xatpetabe bé applies to the winter season mods. Of frequent occurrence in the trage- 
(Bengel), is far-fetched and arbitrary. The dians; comp. also Jacobs, ad Del. Epigr. viii. 
figurative ave. does noteven need tobe an 97. 
image of spring, as Calvin, Estius, Weiss, and 4Pind. Ol. iii. 24; Aesch. Pers, 622 (608); 
others understand it. Jacobs, ad Anthol. VII. p. 103; Kiihner, II. 1, 


3Comp. Ps. xxviii. 7: avéOadev 4 odp§ pov, p. 265. 
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¢poveiv] [XXII d.] is usually, with the correct intransitive rendering of 
ave042.,' so understood that rd is taken together with gpoveiv, and this must 
be regarded as the accusative of more precise definition, which is only 
distinguished by its greater emphasis from the mere epexegetical 
infinitive.2 Comp. van Hengel: “ negotium volo mihi consulendi.” But 
the whole view which takes 746 with @povetv is set aside by the following é¢’ 
@ k. égpoveire; secing that é¢’ , unless it is to be rendered at variance with 
linguistic usage by although (Luther, Castalio, Michaelis, Storr), or just as 
(Vulgate, van Hengel), could only convey in its ¢ the previous 7d ixép 
éuod gpovetv, and would consequently yield the logically absurd con- 
ception: édpoveire éxt tO irép Euov gpoveiv, whether é¢’ » be taken as 
equivalent to ob évexa (Beza) or qua de re (Rheinwald, Matthies, de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Ewald, and others), or in eo quod (Erasmus), in qua re (Cor- 
nelius a Lapide, Hoelemann), or e¢ post id (Grotius), and the like. 
Recourse has been had, by way of helping the matter, to the suggestion 
that dpoveiv éxé is a thinking without action, and ¢poveiv ixép a thinking with 
action (de Wette, Wiesinger; comp. Ewald); but how purely arbitrary is 
this view! Less arbitrarily, Calvin and Rilliet (“vous pensiez bien a 
moi’’) have referred © to éuot, by which, no doubt, that logical awkward- 
ness is avoided; but, on the other hand, the objection arises, that é¢@’ 6 is 
elsewhere invariably used by Paul as neuter only, and that it is difficult to 
see why, if he desired to take up trép éuod in a relative form, he should 
not have written iép od, since otherwise in éxi, if it merely went back to 
éxov, the more precise and definite reference which he must have had in 
view would not be expressed, and since the progress of the thought 
suggested not a change of preposition, but only the change of the tenses 
(kai éppoveire). Weiss, interpreting é@ as: about which to take thought, 
refers it back to ave(dAere—a reference, however, which falls to the ground 
with the active interpretation of that word. Upon the whole, the only 
right course seems to be to take rd brép énod together (comp. ra rept budr, ii. 
20; also ra rap’ ivr, ver. 18;*° and that as the accusative of the object to 
goovetv (comp. Bengel, Schenkel, J. B. Lightfoot, Hofmann): “ to take into 
consideration that which serves for my good,” to think of my benefit; on 
irép, comp. i. 7. Only thus does the sequel obtain its literal, logical, and 
delicately-turned reference, namely, when éy’ @ applies to 7d imép éuod. 
Taking this view, we have to notice: (1) that é7i is used in the sense of 
the aim (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 475; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 435): on behalf of 
which, for which, comp. Soph. 0. R. 569; (2) that Paul has not again written 
the mere accusative (6 kat épp.), because é¢° & is intended to refer not alone 
to x. égpoveire, but also to the antithesis jcarpeiafe dé, consequently to the 
entire x. é¢p., yxap. d&;* (8) that the emphasis is placed on égpov. as the 


1Inthe transitive interpretation (see, against 
it, supra) the 7d dpovetv, which would likewise 
be taken together, would be the accusative 
forming the object of avedaX. See Buttmann, 
Neut. Gr. p. 226 [E. T. 263]; Kthner, II. 2, p. 
603. 


2See Bernhardy, p.356; Schmalfeld, Syntax 
d. Griech. Verb. p. 401 f.; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 
IT. p. 222. 

%And see generally, Kriiger, 2 50. 5. 12; 
Kihner, II. 1, p, 231 f. 

+All the more groundless, therefore, is 


CHAP. Iv, 11. 175 


imperfect, and «ai indicates an element to be added to the ¢poveiy which has 
been just expressed ; hence «a? égp. intimates: “in behalf of which ye not 
only are taking thought (that is, since the -dvefé2ere), but also were taking 
thought (namely, zpéctev, before the aveGdAere) ;” lastly, (4) that after édp. 
there is no yév inserted, because the antithesis is meant to emerge unpre- 
pared for, and so all the more vividly.—jxampeio#e] [XXII e.] ye had no 
favorable time; » word belonging to the later Greek.! Unsuitably and 
arbitrarily this is explained: “deerat vobis opportunitas mittendi” (Eras- 
mus, Estius, Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmuller, and others). It refers, in keep- 
ing with the ave@aé%ere, not without delicacy of description, to the wnfavor- 
able state of things as regards means (Chrysostom : ob« eiyere év yepolv, od’ év 
agbovig Fre; so also Theophylact; while Oecumenius adduces this inter- 
pretation alongside of the previous one) which had occurred among the 
Philippians, as Paul might have learned from Epaphroditus and 
otherwise? 

Ver. 11. [XXII f. g.]  Obviating of a misunderstanding —oiy ér:] as in 
li. 12: my meaning is not, that I say this in consequence of want, that is, this 
my utterance of joy in ver. 10 f. is not meant as if it were the expression 
of felt want, from which your aid has delivered me. On xara, secundum, 
in the sense of propter, see Kuhner, II. 1, p. 413, and ad Xen. Mem. i. 8. 
12. According to van Hengel’s interpretation: “ut more receptwm est 
penuriae, s. hominibus penuria oppressis,” «ard, could not have been 
united with an abstract noun (Rom. iii. 5, et al.).—éyo yap éuabov «.7.2.] for T, 
as regards my part (although it may be different with others), have learned 
in the circumstances, in which I find myself, to be self-contented, that is, to 
have enough independently without desiring aid from others. It is 
evident from the reason thus assigned that in ovy. 6rz kal’ tor. 2. he has 
meant not the objective, but the subjective state of need.—éyo] with noble 
self-consciousness, there being no need to supply, with Bengel, “in tot 
adversis.”’—éuabov] signifies the having learned by experience (comp. Plat. 
Symp. p. 182 C: épyw 6% rovro Euafov Kai ol évodde rbpavvor), and all that 
accordingly he can, he owes to the strengthening influence of Christ, ver. 


Hofmann’s objection, that ¢povety émi tive 
means: to be proud about something. This 
objection, put thus generally, is even in itself 
incorrect. For ¢povety emi tut does not in 
itself mean: to be proud about something, but 
only receives this signification through the 
addition of péya, weydAa, or some similar 
more precise definition (Plat. Theaet. p. 149 
D, Alc. 1. p. 104 C, Prot. p. 342 D, Sympos. p. 
217 A: Dem. 181. 16, 836, 10), either expressly 
specified or directly suggested by the con- 
text. Very artificial, and for the simple 
reader hardly discoverable, is the view under 
which Hofmann takes the fact expressed by 
Kai éhpovetre as the ground, “upon, or on account 
of, which their re-emergence from an unfavorable 
position has been a revival unto care for him.” 
If the reference of é¢’ @ to To dmép éuod were 


not directly given in the text, it would be 
much simpler to take éf’ 6 as in Rom. v. 12, 
Phil. iii. 12, 2 Cor. v. 4, in the sense of propte- 
rea quod, and that as a graceful and ingenious 
specification of the reason for the great joy of 
the apostle, that they had flourished again to 
take thought for his benefit; for their pre- 
vious omission had been caused not by any 
lack of the dpovety in question, but by the 
unfavorableness of the times. 

1Diod. exc. Mai. p. 30; Phot., Suid. The 
opposite: evxatpetv, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 
125. 

2Comp. evxarpety Tots Biors in Polyb. xy. 21. 
2, xxxii. 21.12; and also the mere evxacpety in 
the same sense, iv. 60. 10; evxatpia: xv. 31. 7, 
i. 59.7; axacpia: Plat. Legg. iv. p.709A; Dem. 
16.4; Polyb. iv. 44. 11. 
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13.—év ol¢ eiui] in the situation, in which I find myself Not merely his 
position then, but, generally, every position in which he finds himself, is 
meant, although it is not exactly to be taken as: “in quocunque statu sim” 
(Raphel, Wetstein, and others), which would be ungrammatically 
expressed. In opposition to the context (see ver. 12), Luther: among 
whom (olc, masculine) I am. As to airdpxeca as applied to persons, the 
subjective self-sufficing, by means of which a man does not make the satis- 
faction cf his needs.dependent upon others, but finds it in himself, comp. 
Ecclus. xl. 18; Xen. Mem. iv. 7.1; Dem. 450. 14; Stob. v. 43; and see on 
2 Cor. ix. 8. 

Ver. 12. Paul now specifies this his airdpxea (in Plat. Def. p. 412 B, 
termed reAecdtn¢ KThoews ayabov).—oida] I understand how (1 Thess. iv. 4; Col. 
iv.6; 1 Tim. iii. 5; Matt. vii. 11; Soph. Aj. 666 f.; Anth. Pal. vii. 440. 5 
ff.) ;? result of the guafov.—kai rarewv.] also to be abased, namely, by want, 
distress, and other alloted circumstances which place the person affected 
by them in the condition of abasement. Paul understands this, inasmuch 
as-he knows how to bear himself in the right attitude to such alloted cir- 
cumstances, namely, in such a way that, independently thereof, he finds 
his sufficiency in himself, and does not seek it in that which he lacks. 
We find a commentary on this in 2 Cor. iv. 8, vi. 9,10. oida kat reproceberw” 
is to be understood analogously, of the right attitude to the matter, so that 
one is not led away by abundance to find his satisfaction in the latter 
instead of in himself.  Pelagius well says: “ut nec abundantia eztollar, 
nec frangar inopia.”—The first «ai adds to the general é» oi¢ size the special 
statement on the one side, to which thereupon the second “ also” adds the 
counterpart. The contrast, however, is less adequate here than subsequently 
in repioceberv kat borepeicba, for rarevovaba is a more comprehensive idea than 
the counterpart of repiooetew, and also contains a figurative conception. 
Some such expression as byovefac would have been adequate as the con- 
trast of ramecv. (Matt. xxiii. 12; 2 Cor. xi. 7; Phil. ii. 8, 9; Polyb. v. 26. 12). - 
There is a lively versatility of conception, from not perceiving which some 
have given to this wepiccetew (to have a superfluity) the explanation excellere 
(Erasmus, Vatablus, Calvin), or to rare. the meaning to be poor, to be in 
pitiful plight, ddriyouw xexpjoba, Theophylact (Estius, and others; comp. also 
Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Rheinwald, Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
de Wette, Hofmann), which even the LXX., Ley. xxy. 39, does not justify. 
—In what follows, év wavri x, év maou is not to be regarded as belonging to 
rarewovoba and repiooetecy (Hofmann), but is to be joined with peubnuar. 
We are dissuaded from the former connection by the very repetition of 
the olda; and the latter is recommended by the great emphasis, which 
rests upon év ravri x. év raov heading the last clause, as also by the cor- 
relative mévra at the head of ver. 13. Further, no comma is to be placed ° 
after pepvyjpat, nor is év wavTi.. . . weuvypac to be explained as meaning: “into 


1See examples in Wetstein and Kypke; seat in the character. Comp. Ameis, Anh. z, 
comp. also Miitzner, ad Antiph. p. 131. Hom. Od. ix. 189. 
2It is the moral understanding, having its 
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everything Iam initiated,” and then xai yoprageotar «.7.A. as elucidating the 
notion of “ everylhing” : “cum re qualicunque omnibusque, tam saturitate 
et fame, quam abundantia et penuria, tantam contraxi familiaritatem, ut 
rationem teneam iis bene utendi,” van Hengel; comp. de Wette, Rilliet, 
Wiesinger; so also, on the whole, Chrysostom, Erasmus, Estius, and many 
others, but with different interpretations of zavri and zaow. This view is at 
variance with the fact, that yveiofac has that into which one is initiated 
expressed not by means of év, but—and that most usually—in the accusa- 
tive (Herod. ii. 51; Plat. Gorge p. 497 C, Symp. p. 209 E; Aristoph. Plut. 
845 (Zupveiobar); Lucian, Philop. 14), or in the dative (Lucian, Demon. 11), 
or genitive (Heliod. i. 17; Herodian, i. 18. 16); hence zav x. xévra, or ravti 
kK. Taw, OY ZavToc K. TavTwv Must have been written (in 3 Macc. ii. 30, it has 
card with the accusative). No; Paul says that in everything and in all, that 
is, under every relation that may occur and in all circumstances, he is 
initiated into, that is, made completely familiar with, as well the being satis- 
fied, as the being hungry, as well the having superfluity as want; in all 
situations, without exception, he quite understands how to assume and 
maintain the right attitude to these different experiences, which in ver. 
11 he characterizes by the words airdpxy¢ eiva. ’Ev ravi x. év' raot is 
accordingly to be taken after the analogy of éy oi¢ eiw, ver. 11, and there- 
fore as neuter. It was purely arbitrary to render év ravri: ubique (Vulgate, 
Castalio, Beza, Calvin, and many others), or to refer it to time (Chrysostom, 
Grotius), or to time and place (Theophylact, Erasmus, and others, also 
Matthies). Luther and Bengel explain zay7i correctly as neuter, but make 
mac (as in 2 Cor. xi. 6) masculine (Bengel: “respectu omnium homi- ' 
num”). It is not necessary to supply anything to either of the two words; 
and as to the alternation of the singular and plural, which only indicates 
the total absence of any exception (comp. analogous expressions in 
Lobeck, Paral. p. 56 ff.), there is no occasion for artificial explanation.— 
In German we say: in Allem und Jedem [in all and each]. Comp. on év 
raot on Col. i. 18. With strange arbitrariness Hofmann makes év ravri x, 
év xaox denote everything that is a necessary of life (in detail and in whole). 
In that case certainly the contrast of yoprdég. and revay is unsuitable !— 
peuimuac] the proper word for the various grades of initiation into the 
mysteries? is here used in a figurative sense, like initiatum esse, of a special, 
unusual, not by every one attainable, familiar acquaintance with some- 
thing The opposite is aztyroc—The climax should here be noticed, 
tuabov.... oda... peuinua. Ver. 13 places beyond doubt to whom the 
apostle owes this lofty spiritual superiority over all outward circum- 
stances. As to the later form zea instead of renqv, see Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 61; Jacobs, ad Ael. II. p. 261. 

Ver. 13. After the special statement, the consciousness of the airdapxeca 
now finds fresh utterance generally ; and in the grand brevity of the latter 
how marked is the assurance, and, at the same time, the humility !—icyiw) 


1Casaubon, Exerc. Baron. p.390 ff.; Lobeck, 2See Munthe, Obss. p. 383; Jacobs, ad Anthol, 
Agtaoph. I. p. 38 ff. III. p. 488. 
12 ; 
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[XXII h.] of moral strength, homogeneous as to category with guafov in 
ver. 11, and with oida and peninua in ver. 12, because these predicates also 
were dynamically meant, of the understanding of ethical practice. There 
is therefore the less reason for limiting 7avra in any way (van Hengel: 
“omnia memorata;” comp. Weiss); there is nothing for which Paul did 
not feel himself morally strong; for every relation he knew himself to be 
morally adequate. -avra is the accusative of the object. Gal. v. 6; Jas. v. 
16. The opposite to it: pydév ioxbwow, Plat. Crit. p. 50 B, Ael. V. H. xii. 
22, et al.—év tE évdvv. pe] Not in his own human ability does Paul feel this 
power, but it has its basis in Christ, whose divayc the apostle experiences 
in his fellowship of life with Him (2 Cor. xii. 9). Comp. 1 Tim. i. 12; 2 
Tim. ii. 1, iv. 17. Thus he is able to do all things é& 76 kpdre tag icxboe 
avrov, Eph. vi. 10. 

Ver. 14. Taj] Nevertheless (1 Cor. xi. 11; Eph. vy. 33), apart from the 
fact that with such moral power I am equal to all emergencies, and there- 
fore, as far as want is concerned, do not need aid (comp. ver. 11). “ Cayet, 
ne fortiter loguendo contemsisse ipsorum beneficium videatur,” Calvin. 
Comp. Chrysostom and Theophylact.—xa2c] in the moral sense.—ovyxow, 
pov tH OAip.] characterizes the work according to its high ethical value (Spa | 
cogiav, mao éxaipec td epayua, Theophylact): that ye became partakers with 
me in ny affliction. [XXILi.] He who renders the aid enters into the 
relation of a participant in the position of the afflicted one, inasmuch as 
by his very work of love he, in common with the latter, shares and bears 
his @Aivc. Comp. Rom. xii. 13. It is a practical participation, and not 
merely that of feeling and emotion. Comp. Eph. v.11; Rey. xviii. 4, i. 9. 
By 77 @ai)., Paul means his position at the time as a whole, not: want 
(which also in 2 Cor, viii. 18 it does not mean). The dative is governed by 
ovyxow, (Eph. v. 11; Rey. xviii. 4; Rom. xii. 18, xv. 27, et al.); and yov is, 
in accordance with the well-known usage, to be taken as if zo: were in the 
text (comp. on ii. 2).1. The aorist participle coincides as to time with éxoroare 
(see on Eph. i. 9); as to the participle with cairag roveiv, see Winer, p. 323 f. 
[E. T. 345]. 

Ver. 15 f. A courteous recalling of the fact, that in the very beginning of 
the gospel the Philippians had distinguished themselves by such manifestation 
of love towards Pauul—dé] carrying the discourse onward: But what ye 
have done connects itself with a relation into which, as ye also know, no 
other church, but yours only, placed itself to me at the very-first !—vidare 
dé x.7.A.] but it is known also to you, Philippians, that, etc. Hofmann very 
erroneously derives the object of oidare from what precedes, and takes érz 
in the sense of because. He makes the apostle say, namely, to the Philip- 
pians: That they had done well in helpfully taking part in his affliction 
they knew also, as other churches knew that it was well done; by experience 
they knew it, because it was not the first time that they had sent similar 
gifts to him, ete. This explanation is erroneous, because invariably where 
olda (oidauev, oidare, k.7.2.) is accompanied, not with an accusative of the 


4 And Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p.518 C, Symp. p, 215 C. 


cHAP. Iv. 14, 15. 179 


object, but with dr:, the latter conveys the contents (that), and not the 
reason or the cause (because), of the oida (comp. i. 19, 25; Rom. iii. 2; 1 
Cor. iii. 16, xii, 2; Gal. iy. 13, and innumerable other passages) ; secondly, 
because the previously attested xa%é¢ éxoujoare, while perfectly suitable to 
be expressed by the grateful apostle, was not so suited to be transferred to 
the consciousness of the donors, to which it was self-evident, and to be ap- 
pealed to by them; thirdly, because the «ai in the alleged reference to 
other churches would be very unsuitable, since the question here con- 
cerns merely a work of love of the Philippians, but other churches could 
only know generally that it was well done to aid the apostle, into which 
general idea, therefore, Hofmann insensibly transforms the object of 
oidare, instead of abiding strictly by the concrete xa%ac énoujoate as its 
object; finally, it would be strange and not in keeping with the thoughtful 
manner of the apostle, to furnish the idea: “ye know that ye did well 
therein” (which oidare is supposed to convey) with the altogether exter- 
nal specification of a ground for it: ‘because ye have already formerly 
and repeatedly supported me.” The contents attributed by Hofmann to 
oidate needed no assignment of a causal ground, or—if any—one internal, 
ethical, and in harmony with the subtle delicacy of the apostle-——Observe, 
moreover, in connection with oidate x. tyeic, that in that which the 
readers also know (consequently in érz x.7.2.) the stress lies upon the 
negative ovdeuia x.7.2.—xai ipeic] ye also, as 1.\—idirrfowi] addressing them 
by name, not because he desires to assert something of them which no 
other church had done (Bengel: for in this case Paul would have written 
_ bre tueic, b:Aezx.), but in his increasing earnestness. Comp. 2 Cor. vi. 11.— 
év apy tT. evayy.| glancing back, certainly, to the second missionary 
journey (Weiss); but the relative expression is used from the standpoint 
of the time then present, behind which lay the founding of the Macedonian 
churches about ten years back; a long past which seemed, in relation to 
the present and to the wider development of the church now attained, as still 
belonging to the period of the beginning of the gospel. Comp. Clement. 
Cor. 1. 47. An epexegetical more precise definition of this expression— 
which does not betray the hand of a later author (Hinsch)—for the date 
intended is: ére é£92fov axd Maxed., when I departed from Macedonia, Acts 
xvii. 14. Paul, therefore, immediately on leaving that country, received aid 
from the infant church, when the brethren rév Tlavaov éaréoresAay 
mopevectar ac éxl tHv Oddraccay and jyayov éwe ’AOnvov, Acts lc. Doubtless 
the money which Paul subsequently received in Corinth (see 2 Cor, xi. 9) 
through Macedonian delegates was sent, if not exclusively, at least jointly 
by the Philippians, so that they thereby gave continued active proof of the 
fellowship «ic Adyov déc. x. Amp., into which they had entered with the 
apostle at his very departure. But this receipt of money at Corinth is not 
the fact meant by éxowévycev «.7.2.,in which case é&7200v would have to 


17o express this, Paul was not at all under — different conception, namely: ye know with- 
the necessity of writing oiSare airoi,as Hof- out my reminding you (Acts ii. 22; 1 Thess. ii. 
mann objects. The latter would convey a 1, iii. 3; 2 Thess. iii. 7). 
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be taken, with Estius, Flatt, van Hengel, de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss, 
Hofmann, and others, in the sense of the pluperfect (Winer, p. 258 [E. T. 
275]; for the latter would be the more unwarranted’in the context, see- 
ing that Paul himself by é apyq rod ebayy. carries them back to the 
earliest time possible, and indeed afterwards (ver. 16) to a period even 
antecedent to the ére é#A0ov., The aorist, however, has its justification in 
this purely historical statement of fact, although the imperfect also, but 
following a different conception, might—not, however (in opposition to 
Hofmann’s objection), must—have been used.—éxowdryaev sig Adyov Séoews 
x. Agp.] [XXII j.] entered into fellowship with me in reference to account of 
giving and receiving,—a euphemistic indication, calculated to meet the 
sense of delicacy in the readers, of the thought: “ has entered into the rela- 
tion of furnishing aid towards me.” On kowwveiv sic, comp, on 1.5. The 
analysis of the figurative description is this: The Philippians keep an 
account of expenditure on Paul and income from him; and the apostle like- 
wise keeps account of his expenditure on the Philippians and income from 
them. This mutual account-keeping, in which the déa¢ on the one part, 
agrees with the Ajyc,on the other, is the xowwvia ei¢ Adyov x.7.A. It is 
true that in this case no money-amount is entered in the account of the 
Philippians under the heading of Aju, or the account of the apostle under 
the heading of décr¢ ; instead of this, however, comes in the blessing, which 
the readers were to receive from their gifts of love, according to ver. 17, as 
if it were an income corresponding to this expenditure, and coming in 
from it. We are therefore not justified in adopting the view, that déc. and 
App. apply to Paul alone (Schrader), or that décewe applies to the Philip- 
pians and Aj). to Paul (“Ego sum in vestris expensi tabulis, vos in meis 
accepti,’ Grotius; comp. Erasmus, Camerarius, Casaubon, Castalio, and 
others, including Heinrichs, Storr, Flatt, Matthies, van Hengel, Rilliet, 
‘ Ewald); for the words require the idea of an account under both headings 
on the side of both parties. Others, maintaining indeed this reciprocity, 
but arbitrarily introducing ideas from 1 Cor. xi. 11, comp. Rom. xy. 27, 
consider that the déo on the part of the apostle, and the A#yxc¢ on the 
part of the Philippians, consisted in the spiritual benefits brought about by 
the preaching of the gospel (so Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Pel- 
agius, Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, Zanchius, Zeger, Estius, Hammond, 
Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofmann, and others); whilst others, again, import 
into the words the thought: “Quae a Philippensibus accepit in rationes 
Det remuneratoris refert Paulus” (Wetstein, Rosenmiller; comp. Wolf, 
Schoettgen, and already Ambrosiaster). Rheinwald finds the Age of 
the Philippians and the dé of the apostle even in the assumption that 
he also had assisted them, namely, out of the sums of money collected in 
the churches,—an error which is at variance with the context, and which 
ought to have been precluded both by the prominence given to the state- 
ment of the date, and also by the exclusion of all other churches, as well 
as by the inappropriateness of the mention just in this passage of such a 
agg on the part of the Philippians.—On Adyoc, ratio, account, comp. Matt. 
xii. 836; Luke xvi. 2; Rom. xiv. 12; 1 Mace. x. 40; Dem. 227. 26; Diod. 
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Sic. i. 49; Polyb. xv. 34. 2. The rendering which takes ei¢ Adyov: in 
respect to (Bengel, Heinrichs, Storr, Matthies, van Hengel, Rilliet, Liine- 
mann), would no doubt be linguistically correct,! but is to be rejected 
on account of the context, as expressions of accounting follow (comp. Cie. 
Lael. 16: “ratio acceptorum et datorum”). For instances from Greek 
writers of déow xai Apc (Ecclus. xli. 14, xlii. 7) as expenditure and income, 
see Wetstein.* As to the corresponding }9) kwWD, see Schoettgen, Hor. p. 
804. 

Ver. 16. "Or:] since, indeed, ye also already in Thessalonica, etc. It is argu- 
mentative, namely, outbidding the early definition of date év apyp... 
Maxedoviac, in ver. 15, by one even- antecedent, and thus serving more amply 
to justify that specification of time,’ for which purpose the ér specifying 
the reason was quite sufficient, and (in opposition to Hofmann’s objec- 
tion) no yép was necessary. The opinion of Wiesinger, that ér «.r.2. is 
intended to explain that it was only with the aid sent after Paul at a dis- 
tance that the readers had entered into such a connection with the 
apostle as is previously mentioned, is bound up with the untenable inter- 
pretation of é£72fov as pluperfect. The rendering of érz by that (Rhein- 
wald, Matthies, Hoelemann, van Hengel, Rilliet, de Wette, Liinemann, 
Weiss) is to be set aside, because, while the emphatic oidare kai tyeic, ver. 
15, accords doubtless with the exclusion of other churches in ver. 15, it 
does not accord with ver. 16 (“ye also know that ye have sent... tome!”), 
to which it would stand in an illogical relation, even apart from the un- 
called-for inversion of the order of time, which would result. Hofmann’s ex- 
planation, which makes 67: in ver. 16 parallel to the 6rz in ver. 15 and places 
it in causal relation to oidare, falls with his erroneous view of ver. 15.—The 
xai before év @eoca2., for which Hinsch, following Baur, thinks that he finds 
a reference in 2 Cor. xi. 9, is the simple also in the sense of also already ; 
a climax as regards time.—év Oecca2.] is not used, in the sense of the 
bearers having arrived, for eic, for there is no certain instance of arooréA- 
Zew or xéurew with év in this sense (Thuc. vii. 17 must, with Becker and 
Kriiger, be read: é¢ tiv Xixediav); but the preposition is used from the 
standpoint of the receiver : “also at Thessalonica (when I was there) ye sent 
tome.” Thus this sending took place in Thessalonica.’—xai ara& ai dic] 
Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 18. The conception is: “when the first aid arrived, 
the éréuare had taken place once; when the second arrived, it had taken 
place both once and twice.” Paul has not written di¢ merely, nor yet arag 


lio, and others) have thought. This view is 


1 Dem. 385. 11; 2 Mace. i. 14; and see Kri- 
also at variance with the specification of time 


ger on Thue. iii. 46. 3. 


2Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 332 A. B: 4 amdéboats 
kK. 4 AjWes. 

38If Baur had noticed this correct logical 
connection, he would not have made an im- 
proper use of our passage to fortify his opinion 
of the affair of the aid being an invented inci- 
dent.—The same assistance which is meant in 
yer. 15 cannot be meant in ver. 16, as some 
not attending to the cai (comp. Luther, Casta- 


bre €&7AGov, ver. 15; for Paul abode several 
weeks in Thessalonica (Acts xvii. 2),and then 
there still followed his sojourn in Beroea 
(Acts xvii. 10ff.), ere he quitted Macedonia 
and traveled to Athens. 

4See Hartung, Partik. I. p.135; Kuhner, 
II. 2, p. 797. 

5Comp. on Matt. x. 16; Poppo and Kriiger 
on Thue. iv. 27.1. 
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x. dig (1 Mace. iii. 830; Xen. Anab. iv. 7. 10), but by «ai az. «. dic he sets 
forth the repetition of the matter more emphatically, to the praise of his 
readers (Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 144).'—ei¢ r. xpeiav] on behalf of the neces- 
sity, in order to satisfy it; comp. ii. 15. The article indicates the neces- 
sity that had been existing in Paul’s case. On réuwa, used absolutely, 
comp. Acts xi. 29. What they sent, they knew. 

Ver. 17. Just as in ver. 11 Paul anticipated a possible misunderstand- 
ing in respect to ver. 10, so here in reference to the praises contained in 
ver. 14 ff. This, he would say, is not the language of material desire, 
but, ete.—oby dre «.7.4.] as in ver. 11: I do not mean by this to convey 
that my desire is directed towards the gift (the emphasis being laid on 76 
déua)—this, namely, taken in and by itself—in which case the article 
means the donation accruing to him as the case occurred, and the present 
éxityt@ denotes the constant and characteristic striving after (Bernhardy, p. 
870) : it is not my business, etc. The compound verb indicates by éxi the 
direction. Comp. on émurofa, i. 8, and on Matt. vi. 33; Rom. xi.7. The 
view which regards it as strengthening the simple verb (studiose quaero, so 
Hoelemann and others) is not implied in the context any more than the 
sense: insuper quaero (Polyb. i. 5. 3); so van Hengel, who indelicately, 
and notwithstanding the article, explains 7d déua as still more gifts—arnv 
éxi(yto] The repetition of the verb after 4424 makes the contrast stand 
out independently with special emphasis ; comp. Rom. viii. 15; 1 Cor. ii. 
7; Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 187.—rdv xaprov «.7.4.] This is what Paul 
desires, towards Which his wishes and endeavors are directed : the fruit 
which abounds to *your account ; not, therefore, a gain which he wishes to 
have for himself* but gain for the Philippians. So completely is his 
éxefntew devoid of any selfish aim,—which, however, would not be the case, 
if the éxiQyr@ 7d ddua were true. This applies against Hofmann’s objec- 
tion, that the xkapré¢ must be something which Paul himself desires to 
have ; the notion of érityre is anquiro, appeto, and this indeed applies to 
‘personal possession in the negative half of the sentence; but then the 
second half expresses the real state of the case, which does away with the 
notion of selfishness.—The kapréc itself cannot be the fruit of the gospel 
(Ewald), or of the labor of the apostle (Weiss) ; but, in accordance with the 
context, only the fruit of the déua, that is, the blessing which accrues from 
the gift to the givers; comp. on ver. 15. By this is meant? the divine re- 
compense at the judgment (2 Cor. ix. 6), which they will then receive, as if 
it were the product of their account, for their labor of love (Matt. xxv. 
34 ff). This produce of their déua is figuratively conceived as fruit, 
which is largely placed to the credit of their account, in order to be 
drawn by them at the day of harvest (comp. also Gal. vi. 7 ff). Comp. 


1Comp. kai dis Kal tpis, Plat. Phaed. p. 63 
D, Phil. p. 69 E; Herod. ii. 121, iii. 148. The 


blus, Musculus, Piseator, Zanchius; Flattund 
Rheinwald mingle together heterogeneous 


opposite: obx amat obdé Sis, Plat. Clit. p. 
410 B. 

2 Not the active manifestation of the Christian 
life (Matthies, Rilliet, Hofmann; comp. Vata- 


ideas); for only the fruit of the 64a can be 
meant, not the Sdua itself as fruit, which is 
produced in the shape of the love gift (Hof- 
mann), 
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ver. 19. In substance it is the freaswre in heaven that is meant (Matt. xix. 
21, vi. 20), which will be received at the Parousia. Comp. on Col. i. 5. 
The figurative ci¢ Aéyov duov, which here also is not to be understood, 
with Bengel, Storr, Flatt, Rilliet, and others, as equivalent to eic buac, is 
the completion of the figure in ver. 15; although thére is no need to ex- 
plain xapré¢ as interest (Salmasius, Michaelis, who thinks in rieordt. of 
compound interest, Zachariae, Heinrichs), because it is difficult to see why 
Paul, if he used ‘his figure, should not. have applied to it the proper 
term (réxoc), and because the idea of interest is quite alien to that of the 
déua (a present)—r. mheovat. ei¢ Adyov iuov] [XXII k.] to be taken 
together (see above) ; ei¢ states the destination of the rAcovat. Van Hen- 
gel and de Wette needlessly break up the passage by coupling ei¢ Ady. ip. 
with éxigfyrd, because x2eovdtew with cic is not used elsewhere by Paul 
(not even 2 Thess. i. 3). The preposition is in fact not determined by the 
word in itself, but by its logical reference, and may therefore be any one 
which the reference requires. 

Ver. 18. [XXII2] Aé] The train of thought is: “not the gift do I 
seek, but the fruit (ver. 17); and as regards what has been received from 
you in the present instance, I have everything already, and need nothing 
further.” That this refers to the desire of the church to know what he 
possibly still needed (Hofmann), is a very unnecessary assumption.— 
aréxw d& rav7a] not: habeo autem omnia (Vulgate); not a mere acknow- 
ledgment of receipt (Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, Heinrichs, 
and others); nor yet equivalent to zepiccetw (Rheinwald) ; but, in keep- 
ing with the sense of the compound: I have everything away, so that L 
have nothing left to desire at your hands.1 Ildvra, therefore, according 
to the context (éxi{y77@ +r. déua, ver. 17), is: everything which I could desire, 
although there is no necessity for introducing specially, with Chrysostom 
and Oecumenius, 1a éAZembévra iv TO rapeAlévte ypsvy. The emphasis, 
moreover, is laid, not on zdvra, but on aréyo, in contrast to émCyreiv.— 
kai xepiscetw|] and my wants are thus so fully satisfied, that I have over.— 
rexAjpauac| forms a climax to repioo.: Iam full, Ihave abundance. The 
gift must have been ample; but gratitude sets this forth in all the 
stronger a light. To zexAjp. is attached deSdyevoc x.7.A.—dopiy evadiag 
x.7.4.] This apposition to ra rap’ iver, expressing a judgment as to the 
latter (see on Rom. xii. 1), sets forth, to the honor of the givers, the rela- 
tion in which the gifts received stand towards God, by whom they are 
esteemed as a sacrifice well-pleasing to Him. As to donq evodiac, smell of a 
sweet savor, NVI NY (genitive of quality), which is used of free-will offer- 
ings, see on Eph. v. 2. It describes the thing according to its effect on 
God, namely, that it is acceptable to Him; @vo/av «.7.4., however, describes 
it according to what it is—dexrjy, ebdpeor.] acceptable, well-pleasing, a 
vividly asyndetic climax (on the former, comp. Ecclus. xxxii. 7); TO 0&9, 
however, applies to the whole apposition doujv .. . evap. The asyndetic 


1Comp. Philem. 15; Matt. yi. 2, 5,16; Luke iii. 24. 17; Jacobs. ad Anthol. VII. pp. 276, 
yi. 24; Callim. ep. 22; Arrian. Epict. iii.2.13, 298. 


184 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PHILIPPIANS. 
juxtaposition of several epithets is frequent also in classical authors, from 
Homer onward.! As to the view, originating in the O. T., which regards 
works well-pleasing to God as ethical sacrifices, see the expositors on 
Rom, xii. 1; 1 Pet. ii.5; Heb. xii. 16. 

Ver, 19. The thought starts from 76 @e¢. But God, to whom your 
gift stands in the relation of such a sacrifice, will recompense you.—Paul 
says 6 dé Ocd¢ pov (comp. i. 8), because he*himself had been the recipient 
of that which they had brought as a sacrifice pleasing to God; as his God 
(to whom he belongs and whom he serves, comp. on Rom. i. 8), therefore, 
will God carry out the recompense.—zAypécer] used with significant ref- 
erence to wetAfp., ver. 18, according to the idea of recompense. Not, 
however, a wish (hence also in Codd. and in the Vulgate the reading 
mAnpooa), as Chrysostom, Luther, and others take it, but a promise.— 
macav ypeiav tuov] likewise corresponding to the service which the 
readers had rendered; for they had sent ei¢ tv ypeiav (ver. 16) of the 
apostle. To be understood as: every need which ye have, not merely 
bodily (so usually, following Chrysostom, who explains it as the fulfillment 
of the fourth petition, also van Hengel, de Wette, Wiesinger), and not 
merely spiritual (Pelagius, Rilliet, also mainly Weiss), but as it\stands : 
every need. It is not, however, an earthly recompense which is meant 
(Hofmann), but (comp. on ver. 17) the recompense in the Messiah's king- 
dom, where, in the enjoyment of the cwrypia, the highest satisfaction of 
every need (comp. on rAyp. ypeiav, Thue. i. 70. 4, and Wetstein in loc.) 
shall have set in amidst the full, blessed sufficiency of the eternal (uy 
(comp. Rom. viii. 17 f.; Rev. xxi. 4). There are specifications of this 
satisfaction in the beatitudes of the Sermon on the Mount, Matt. v. ; 
comp. especially the yopractjcecbe and yeddacere, Luke vi. 21, also the ov 
py dupjon ei¢ Tov aiéva in John iv. 14, and the sarcastic xexopecuévor in 1 
Cor. iv. 8. That it is the Messianic satisfaction in the éievPepia rig débEn¢ 
tav téxvwv tov Beov (Rom. viii. 21), in the possession of the rAodvro¢g ric 
d6En¢ THE KAnpovouiac avtov (Eph. i. 18), which is to be thought of, Paul 
himself states by é dé&, which is to be taken as instrwmental (Eph. i. 23, 
yv. 18) and dependent on rAnp.: with glory, whereby the Messianic is indi- 
cated. Hofmann also, though he rejects the instrumental view, comes 
ultimately to it: “ Therewith and thus will God fulfill all their need, in that 
He gives them glory.” * Others, who also correctly join the words with 


1Ameis z. Od. iv., Anh. 

2Comp. Philo, de vit. Mos. IL. p. 151: } yap 
GAnNOns icpoupyla ris av ein TAHY WuXAs Peoptdovs 
evoéBeva; passages from the Rabbins in 
Schoettg. Hor. p. 1006. 

8 Hofmann very irrelevantly objects that it 
‘is out of place to speak of want in that king- 
dom, But just, in fact, on that account is the 
bliss of the kingdom the complete satisfaction 
of every need. Comp. Rey, vii. 16 f.; 2 Tim. iv. 
7f. Thus also is the perfect then put in the 
place of that which is in part. Consequently 
the idea of the satisfaction of every xpefa in 


eternal life, where man even beholds God. and 
where He is all in all, isanything buta “ mon- 
strous thought.” 

4In order, however, to bring out of the pas- 
sage, notwithstanding this év éé&y, the idea 
of a recompense in this life, Hofmann makes 
Sea mean the glory of the children of God 
which is hidden from the world, and which is the 
fulfillment of every want only in proportion 
“as there is lacking in us what, either corporally 
or spiritually, is necessary for the completion of 
our divine sonship.” Instead of such arbitrary 
inventions, let us keep clearly before us how 
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/ 

TANp., take them as a modal definition: in a glorious way, that is, anuply, 
splendide, and the like. See Castalio, Beza, Calvin, and many others, in- 
cluding Hoelemann, van Hengel, Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss. 
But what an indefinite yet peculiarly affected, and withal—by its so 
habitual reference elsewhere to the final judgment—misleading expres- 
sion would this be for so simple an idea!—And how far would it be 
from the apostle’s mind, considering his expectation of the nearness of 
the Parousia (comp. 1 Cor. vii. 29, 31), to promise on this side of it a hearty 
recompense, which was to take place, moreover, év Xpiot@ "Ijood! An 
appeal is wrongly made to 2 Cor. ix. 8, where an increase of means for 
further well-doing, to be granted through God’s blessing, and not the 
recompense, is the point under discussion. Others erroneously join éy 
66&y with 1d xAovro¢e aitow (Grotius, Storr, Flatt, Rheinwald, and others) : 
“pro amplissimis suis divitiis, id est, potestate sua omnia excedente,” 
Heinrichs. It is true that év 6é&y might be attached without a connect- 
ing article (according to the combination zAovreiv év tx, 1 Tim. vi. 8; 
comp. 1 Cor. i.5; 2 Cor. ix. 11); but Paul always connects rAotro¢ with 
the genitive of the thing, and xovroc tH déEyc in particular, said of God, — 
is so constantly used by him, that it seems altogether unwarranted to as- 
sume the expression z2ovroc év dé&y in this passage. See Rom. ix. 23;. 
Eph. i. 18, iii. 16; Col. i. 27. He would have written: kata 1d rAovrog 
ti¢ ddEne avtrov, comp. Rom. ix. 23.—xarTa rd mAovto¢ av’rov] that is, in con- 
formity with His being so rich, and consequently having so much to give. 
Comp. Rom. x. 12, xi. 33. This assures what is promised.—év Xpiord 
‘Inoot] definition annexed to rAnpéoe . . . d6&y;, that which is promised ~ 
has its causal ground in Christ, who by His work has acquired for be- 
lievers the eternal défa. Christ is, in fact, 7 éAmic rie ddéyc, Col. 1. 27. 

Ver. 20. The conception of the superabundant salvation, which Paul 
has just promised from God, forces from his heart a doxology.—rarpi] 
through Christ, in virtue of our viofecia, Rom. viii. 15; Gal. iv.5. As to 7. 
@e6 «. carpi Hu. comp. on Gal. i. 5.—7 66€a] se. ein, the befilting glory. See 
on Eph. iii. 21; Rom. xi. 36, xvi. 27, et al—eic rode aidv. rév aidv.] Gal. i. 
5:1 Tim. i. 17; 2 Tim. iv. 18; Heb. xiii. 21; 1 Pet. iv. 11,-v. 11, and 
frequently in Rey. As to the analysis of the expression, see on Eph. iii. 
al: 

Vv. 21-93. Idvra dywv] every one, no one in the church being excepted, 
—a point which is more definitely expressed by the singular.’—év X. ’I.] 
is not to be joined to éywv (so usually, as by Rheinwald, Hoelemann, 
Matthies, van Hengel, de Wette, Ewald, Weiss, Hofmann), but belongs to 
aoxdc. (comp. Rom. xvi. 22; 1 Cor. xvi. 19), denoting the specifically 


great a weight in the very word of promise, 
which forms the conclusion of the epistle, lies 
in the fact that the grand aim of all promise and 
hope, i.e. the glory of eternal life (Rom. v. 2, 
viii. 18, 21, ix. 23; 1 Cor. xv. 43; 2 Cor. iv. 17; 
Col. iii, 4; and many other passages), is once 
more presented to the reader's view. 


1Since Paul does not here express, as in 
other cases (Rom. xvi. 17; 1 Cor. xvi. 20; 2 
Cor. xiii. 12), the conception of mutual saluta- 
tion (aAAjAovs), he has*in aomacacbe had in 
view the immediate recipients of the epistle 
(presbyters and deacons, i. 1). So also 1 
Thess. v. 26. 


. 
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Christian salutation, in conveying which the consciousness lives in Christ. 
This is the connection adopted by Ambrosiaster, Estius, Heinrichs, Rilliet, 
Wiesinger, Schenkel, and J. B. Lightfoot, and it is the right one, since 
with dywv it is self-evident that Christians are meant, and there would be 
no motive for specially expressing this here, as there was, for instance, in 
the address i. 1, where rote dyiog év X. "I. bears a certain formal character. 
—oi civ éuol adedo.] is the narrower circle of those Christians who were 
round the apostle in Rome, including also the official colleagues who were 
with him, though there is no ground for understanding these alone (Chry- 
sostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, and many others), Grotius even point- 
ing distinctly to Timothy, Linus, and Clement. The difficulty, which has 
been raised in this case by a comparison of ii. 20, is unfounded, since, in 
fact, the expression in ii. 20 excludes neither the giving of a salutation 
nor the mention of brethren; groundless, therefore, are the attempted 
solutions of the difficulty, as, for example, that of Chrysostom, that either 
ii. 20 is meant ov wept tav év tH wéde, or that Paul ob wapaireirat Kai tobroue 
adeAgode xadeivv (Comp. Oecumenius, who brings forward the latter as a 
proof of the oxAéyyva of the apostle). Misapprehending this second and 
in itself correct remark of Chrysostom, van Hengel insists on a distinction 
being drawn. between two classes of companions in office, namely, travel- 
ing companions, such as Luke, Mark, Titus, Silas, and those who were 
resident in the places where the apostle sojourned (among whom van Hengel 
reckons in Rome, Clement, Euodia, Syntyche,and even Epaphroditus), 
and holds that only the latter class is here meant. The limits of the 
narrower circle designated by oi civ éxoi ad, are not at all to be definitely 
drawn. Estius well says: “Qui... mihi vincto ministrant, qui me visi- 
tant, qui mecum hic in evangelio laborant.”—7rdvrec of ayior] generally, 
all Christians who are here; comp. on 2 Cor. xiii. 12; 1-Cor. xvi. 20.— 
padora J] but most of all, pre-eminently ; they have requested the apostle 
to give special prominence to their salutation.’ Whether these persons 
stood in any personal relations to the Philippians, remains uncertain. It 
is enough to assume that Paul had said to them much that was honor- 
able concerning the church to which he was about to write —ol é« rec 
Kaicapog oixiac] sc, dycor, as is plain from the connection with the preceding 
(in opposition to Hofmann): those from the emperor's house (from the Pala- 
tium, see Bottger, Beitr. Il. p. 49) who belong to the saints. We have to 
think of probably inferior servants of the emperor (according to Grotius, 
Hitzig, and others: freedmen), who dwelt, or at least were employed, in the 
palace. In this way there is no need for departing from the immediate 
meaning of the word, and taking it in the sense of household (Hofmann). 
In no case, however, can we adopt as the direct meaning of oixia the sense 
of domestic servants, a meaning which it does not bear even in Xen. Mem. 
ii. 7.6; Joseph, Antt. xvi. 5. 8; and Tac. Hist. ii. 92;? domestic, servants 


1Comp. Plat. Critias, p.108 D: tovs re dAAovs —_— service of the emperor: “in domum Caesaris 
kAntéov Kai 6) Kat Ta MadtoTa Mynpoavvynr. transgressi.” Comp. Herodian, iii. 10. 9: 
* Where it is said of those who entered the —mpiv eis rov Baaireroy olxoy mapedderv 


‘ 
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would be oixerefa. Others have taken cixia, in accordance with current 
usage, as JSamily (1 Cor. xvi. 15, and frequently), and have understood kins- 
men of the emperor, 2 meaning which in itself seems by no means shown 
by Philo in Flace. p.190 A to be at variance with linguistic usage! (in 

r opposition to Hofmann). So recently Baur, whe needed this omte for his 
combinations against the genuineness of the epistle, and van Hengel2 But 
apart from the fact that through Nero himself this family was greatly dimin- 
ished, and that conversions among those related to the emperor were @ 
priori (comp. also 1 Cor. i. 26 ff.) very improbable, doubtless some histori- 
cal traces of such a striking success would have been preserved in 
tradition.* Matthies, quite arbitrarily, understands the Praetorians, as if 
Paul had written: oi é« tov xpacrwpiov (i. 18). This also applies, in phpee 
sition to Wieseler, Chronol. d. apostol. Zeitalt. p. 420, who, considering the 
Praetorium to be a portion of the palace (see remark on i. 18), thinks the. 
apostle alludes especially to the Praetorians. Those who transfer the 
epistle to Caesarea (see Introduction, ¢ 2), suppose the Praetorium of Herod 
in that place to be intended, and consequently also think of Praetorians 
Acts xxiii. 35 (Paulus, Bottger); or (so Rilliet) taking oixia as familia, oe 
administrators of the imperial private domain, called Caesariani or Pro- 
curatores—a view against which the plural should have warned them; or 
even of “the family of the imperial freedman Felix” (Thiersch).. What 
persons, moreover, were meant (various of the older expositors have even 
included Seneca* among them), is a point just as unknown to us, as it was 


1¥Forin Philo /l.c. it is said regarding Herod 
Agrippa: “ Even though he were not king, but 
only one of the emperor's kinsmen (é« 77s 
Kaicapos oixias), it would still be necessary to 
prefer and honor him.” 

2Whether Chrysostom and his successors 
understood here members of the imperial fam- 
ily, isa matter of doubt. At all events Chry- 
sostom does not take the word itself, otxia, as 
family, but explains it by 74 Bactaeta, paiace, 
and finds in the salutation a purpose of en- 
couragement: «i yap oi év Tots BactAccors Wwav- 
Twv Kkatebpovncay bia Tov Bactréa TOV ovpavav, 
MOAAG wGAAOV aTods Xpy TOUTO Toveiy. Comp. 
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact. 

3 Certainly Baur believes that he has found 
these traces in sufficient number. Flavius 
Clemens, namely, was a kinsman of Domitian 
(see on ver.3). Now, since out of this Clement 
grew the Clemens Romanus of Christian tra- 
dition, the latter also must have been a kins- 
man of the imperial family, as indeed the 
Homit. Clement. iv.7, comp. xiv. 10, designate 
him as avyp mpos yévous TiBepiov Kaicapos. 
He, therefore, would be exactly the man, in 
whom Christianity was represented in the 
circle of the imperial house itself. “ Con- 
cluding from one, that there were several, the 
author of the epistle might make his apostle write 
earnest salutations to the church in Philippi 


Srom believing members of the imperial house in ~ 
the plural,” etc. Thus does criticism, depart- 
ing from the solid ground of history, lose it- 
self in the atmosphere of subjective inven- 
tions, where hypothesis finds no longer either 
support or limit. Indeed, Baur now goes 
further beyond all bounds (II. p. 69), and dis- 
covers that the mention of Clement even 
throws a new light over the whole plan of the 
epistle. With this Clement, namely, and the 
participation, as attested by him, of the impe- 
rial house in the gospel, is given the mpoxor} 
tov evayy. (i. 12), and with the latter the feel- 
ing of joyfulness, which expresses itself 
throughout the epistle as the ground-tone of 
the apostle (ii. 17 f., comp. iii. 1, iv. 1, 4, 10), and 
which is again and again the refrain of each 
separate section. Only by the preponderance 
of this feeling is it to be explained that the 
author makes his apostle even express the 
hope of a speedy liberation (ii. 24). But with 
this joy there is also blended, with a neutral- 
izing effect, the idea of a nearly approaching 
death, i. 20-24, and this divided state of mind 
between life and death betrays an author 
“who had already before his eyes as an actual 
fact the end of the apostle, which was so far from 
harmonizing with all these presuppositions.” 
4See generally on “ Paul and Seneca,” and 
the apocryphal fourteen Latin letters ex- 
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well known to the Philippians or became known to them through Epaph- 
roditus. The general result is, that people from the imperial palace were 
Christians, and that those could obtain access to the apostle probably with 
special ease and frequency ; hence their especial salutation. The question 
also, whether one or another of the persons saluted in Rom. xvi. should 
be understood as included here (see especially J. B. Lightfoot, p. 178 ff), 
must remain entirely undecided. Calvin, moreover, well points to the 
working of the divine mercy, in that the gospel “in illam scelerum 
omnium et flagitiorum abyssum penetraverit.”—} yapu t. xvp. I. X.] see 


on Gal. i. 6.—yerd révrov iu.] Comp. Rom. xvi. 24; 1 Cor. xvi. 24; 2 Cor. 
xiii. 13; 2 Thess. iii. 18; Tit. iii. 15. 


Notes py AMERICAN EpITOR. 
XX. Vv. 1-3. 


(a) The direct connection of ore is, evidently, with the verses "immediately 
preceding, and through them with iii. 17. The exhortation of that verse, how- 
ever, is founded, as we must believe, upon the verses which next precede it—at 
least, upon vv. 12-16; and as these verses are but the development of what goes 
before them, the thought is carried back to the early part of the third chapter.— 
(b) obtwe orfxere. The connection being as above, odtw¢ must refer to a standing 
fast in the Lord after the same manner with himself, and thus after the manner 
indicated in the preceding chapter, especially vv. 7-11 and 12-16. The allusion 
in iii. 20 to the fact that “our wodirevua is in heaven” as a reason for their imi- 
tating him, may possibly suggest that the Apostle had still in his mind the thought 
of rodutebecde akiwg Tov evayyediov (i, 27)—but Trodirevma probably varies in its 
immediate sense here from that found in the verb of i. 27. The same thing may 
possibly be suggested, also, by the fact, that, as he turns to individual exhortations 
in ver. 2 ff, his first expression is gpoveiv Td abré (comp. ii. 2).—(c) The fact that 
a digression or an inserted passage begins with iii. 2 and extends through the third 
chapter, or even includes iy. 1, and the fact that ver. 4 takes up the closing words 
of iii. La, yaipete év xvpiv, point to the conclusion that vv. 2, 3 have a somewhat 
closer connection with ver. 1, and thus that the exhortations of these verses are 
special ones to the individuals named, which are deemed essential to their stand- © 
ing in the Lord as they should.—(d) The view of Meyer with regard to the word 
obfvye is adopted by Canon Farrar (Life of St. Paul) and considered favorably by 
Alford, who hesitates between it and that which supposes some fellow-laborer of 
the Apostle (as Timothy or Epaphroditus) to be referred to. Conyb. and Howson 
say it is “not without plausibility.” Grimm (Lex. N.T.), as Meyer states in his 
note, adopts it. So also Jatho. W.and H, place the word as a proper name 
in their margin. It is not improbably the correct view. The reference of the 
word to Epaphroditus seems very improbable, especially if he was the bearer of the 
epistle to Philippi. It is difficult to believe that the Apostle would have written 
in his letter an exhortation of this character, and in this form, to a person who 


changed between them, Baur in Hilgenfeld’s _p. 268 ff., 327 ff.; latest edition of the text of 


Zeitschr. 1858, 2. 3; Reuss in Herzog’s Ency- these epistles in the Theol. Quartalschr. 1867, 
klop, XIV, p. 274ff.; J, B. Lightfoot, Exc, Il. _p., 609 ff. 
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was with him at the time of writing, and was himself to carry it to the church. 
The supposition that there was a chief bishop in Philippi, and that Epaphroditus 
held this office, which is favored by some writers, cannot fairly be regarded as finding 
any sure support in this verse. If we consider the word as a proper name, every 
‘difficulty is removed, and there is no objection to this view except the fact that 
the name is not found elsewhere. This fact must be allowed its proper weight, 
but is by no means decisive. : 


XXI. Vy. 4-9. 


(a) R. V. translates yaipete rejoice, in the text, but adds a marginal note, Or 
farewell. A. R. VY. omits this marginal note. Lightf. combines the two meanings 
in the word, regarding it as both a parting benediction and an exhortation. 
This view, however, is opposed by the following considerations: (1) the fact that. 
joy and rejoicing appear as very prominent thoughts in the epistle; (2) the 
improbability that, after having once used the expression in the sense of farewell, 
and then, under some influence, having been led to add a passage covering a 
whole chapter, he should again use it so long before the end of the letter; (3) the 
somewhat close connection of yy. 6-8, in their fundamental thought, with the 
idea of joy in the Lord; (4) the use of the words rejoiced (or, as epist. aorist, 
rejoice) in the Lord in ver. 10, where the words, of course, cannot have the sense of 
farewell. The xa/ points backward to iii. 1, and so the yaipere of that verse 
also has only the meaning rejoice.—(b) 70 émceckég (=7 Enceixeca 2 Cor. x. 1; Acts 
xxiv. 4) is explained by Trench (Syn. N. T.) as “that yieldingness which recog- 
nizes the impossibility which formal law will be in, of anticipating and providing 
for all those cases that will emerge and present themselves to it for decision, ... 
which therefore urges not its own rights to the uttermost.” He derives it from 
eixw to yield. Webster (Syn. N. T.) gives the adjective the sense of making allow- 
ance, forbearing, not insisting on, just rights. Grimm, L & §, and others, deriving 
from eixdéc, regard the adj. as meaning fitting, suitable, reasonable, gentle, and the 
noun as signifying reasonableness, fairness, equity, gentleness. The word moderation 
by which it is translated in this place by A. V., though akin toit, is a more gen- 
eral word, and does not answer to its distinctive meaning. In Acts xxiy. 4, it 
means clemency; in 2 Cor. x.1. gentleness. This latter word is given by R. V. as 
a marginal rendering here, while forbearance is placed in the text. Possibly the 
two ideas may be combined, or possibly the Apostle had in mind the thought of 
reasonableness, as contrasted with the strict pressing for, and insisting upon, one’s 
own rights in one’s dealing with others. 

(c) Ver. 5 b. In view of the usage of Paul respecting the word ktpvo¢ and the 
kindred expressions elsewhere (comp. especially Rom. xiii. 11; 1 Cor. xvi. 22), 
there can be little doubt that the reference in this sentence is to the second coming, 
which Bp. Ellicott says, “the inspired apostle regards as nigh,” though he adds “yet 
not necessarily as immediate, or to happen in his own life-time.’ W. and H. 
place a period before these words and a colon after them: thus apparently indi- 
cating their opinion to be that they belong with the following exhortation. 
Tisch., on the other hand, places a colon before the words and a period after them, 
and fayors a connection with what goes before. Alf., Ell., and some others would 
connect with both the preceding and following sentences. This last view may 
probably be correct, as, in this way, the words become a sort of uniting link, to 
bind the whole passage together. In relation to what precedes—the fact of the 
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Lord’s coming would be a natural motive for the reasonableness referred to. The 
right adjustment of all things would then take place, and, in the intervening time, 
the Christian might well be érvexje. With regard to what follows—the same 
thought would tend to free their minds from anxiety and give them peace in all 
circumstances. xe aohiA 

(d) The view of Meyer respecting pepyzvare (which he also maintains in Matt. 
vi. 25) is inconsistent with the N. T. idea of this word—which is not that of care, 
but of anxious care which distracts and harasses the soul. Comm. generally give 
the word the latter sense.—(e) Lightf. agrees substantially, though not precisely, 
with Meyer as to the meaning of imepéxovoa ravra vovv. He says “surpassing 
every device or counsel of man, i.e. which is far better, which produces a higher 
satisfaction, than all punctilious self-assertion, all anxious forethought.” Lumby, 
with a similar view, says, “It is better than all that the wit of man or his fore- 
thought can devise, and therefore to be preferred before the results which can be 
gained by over-anxiety for woridly things.” The explanation of Meyer, if this 
general view be adopted, is perhaps nearer to the exact sense of the words:— 
“which is able more than any [human] reason to elevate above all solicitude.” 
The imepéyevv according to this view is, as Meyer says, a trepéyeww 77 duvauer. The 
decision between this explanation of the words and the more common one—“ passes 
the power of the human understanding to comprehend it”—will depend largely 
on the question whether the words “und the peace of God,” &c., are to be regarded 
as a ground for the exhortation “be not anxious, but,” &c., or simply as an added 
assurance or promise. If the latter is what the Apostle intends, as seems probable, 
the incomprehensibleness of the Divine peace may most fitly be presented to the 
reader’s thought.—(f) gpoupiore is, as Meyer remarks, quite general in its appli- 
cation; and yet we can scarcely doubt, in view of the main idea of the two 
verses, that the guarding which should keep the mind tranquil, whatever might 
oceur, was prominent in the Apostle’s thought as he made use of the general ex- 
pression which would also cover the whole sphere of life. 

(g) That vv. 8, 9 belong to the same passage or paragraph with the preceding 
verses is rendered probable both by 70 Aourév and the closing words of ver. 9. Td Aor- 
mv, by the position which it holds, must—even if suggested by the same phrase in iii. 
lyand looking towards an ending of the epistle—have a certain final relation to 
the exhortations just given. The designation of God as the God of peace un- 
doubtedly points backward to the peace spoken of in ver. 7. These verses, thus, 
contain a concluding and comprehensive exhortation, which most appropriately 
gathers up into itself the whole sum of Christian morality—the whole sum of what, 
in such an affectionate and personal letter, the writer would urge upon his readers. 
To think of and to do these things—to meditate upon them as characteristic of 
Christian living, and practise them as they had heard them presented in his 
teaching, or seen them exemplified in his manner of life—would make them 
always rejoice in the Lord, and would make his own joy complete; and this re- 


sult—the perfecting of their joy and his—was what he hoped to accomplish by 
his letter. 


XXII. Vv. 10—19. 


(a) dé (ver. 10) introduces this passage as something which he would not close 
his letter without mentioning —(b) éydpyv may be an epist. aor., or it may refer 
to the feeling which he had when the gift arrived —(c) Meyer’s explanation of 
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aveSadere as used intransitively is, undoubtedly, to be adopted. His arguments 
for the reference of it to the revival of their prosperity, rather than of their care- 
taking love, are strong and render that reference not improbable. But they cannot 
be regarded us decisive, inasmuch as the impulse to aid him, which was awakened 
into activity by the opportunity offered through the journey of Epaphroditus to 
Rome, might suitably be spoken of as a reviving of their interest, and this without 
denying the continued existence, during all the past period, of such an interest as 
would have been equally active, had a similar opportunity presented itself at any 
time.—(d) As to Meyer’s view respecting the construction of 7d imép éuod as re- 
lated to gpovei, there is much-more room for question. His explanation of this 
point is ingenious, and it must be allowed to be possibly correct. But the separa- 
tion of the infinitive from the article is not in accordance with the ordinary usage 
in such cases, and, as Ell. remarks, it involves a somewhat undue emphasis on 
To bxép éuov. It is certainly not necessary to adopt Meyer’s construction because 
of the point which he urges in connection with the relative ©, for this pronoun— 
even if 76 belongs to opoveiv—may refer, not indeed grammatically, but accord- 
ing to the sense, to that which is suggested in inép éuoiv, namely, Paul’s well- 
being —(e) The determination of the reference of 7xa:peicOe—whether to the un- 
favorable condition of their means, or to the want of an opportunity for sending a 
gift—will be in accordance with the view taken of ave$dAere. In itself considered, 
the verb 7xa:p would seem, by its derivation and fundamental meaning, to favor 
the latter idea rather than the former—(/) torépyovv (ver. 11) refers, as Meyer 
says, to the subjective state of need, the felt want. This is indicated by the whole 
passage from ver. 11 to ver. 18—(g) éua%ov. This verb shows that the result here 
mentioned was what his experience and the progress of years had accomplished 
for him. He had learned to be in that state of mind which he had just commended 
to his readers in vy. 6,7. He had been fully initiated into the mystery of it 
(nepinuat)—(h) icxiw mévra is a general expression, starting, no doubt, from the 
thought of the things just alluded to, but reaching out beyond these into the whole 
range of the Christian life—(i) §/Zaper. The Apostle has learned to be content in 
tribulation, but not to regard it as other than it is; to be self-sufficing, so far as 
dependence on aid from other men is concerned, but not to be indifferent to the 
love shown in such aid, or regardless of the Christian duty and fitness of rendering 
it to those in distress—(j) It seems unnecessary to explain déceweg nai Anpews as 
Meyer does. The giving of money on the part of the Philippians and the re- 
ceiving of it on Paul’s part make the two sides of the account and sufficiently an- 
swer the demands of the figure—() In ver. 17 the words ei¢ Adyov tudv must be 
connected in thought with the same expression in ver. 15. We must explain xap- 
xév accordingly. He declares that he does not desire the gift, as placed on the 
receiving side of the account between himself and them, but, in the blessing which 
it will bring to the giver, as placed on the giving side. Kaprov refers to the recom- 
pense to be divinely bestowed at the end; perhaps also, to the blessing which at- 
tends and follows benevolence in this life. Ver. 19 makes the former reference 
probable, to the exclusion of the latter—(/) The 18th and 19th verses very 
strikingly exhibit the love which the Apostle had for the Philippian Church and 
the close relations of friendship in which they stood to each other. The ground 
of the doxology in ver. 20, as we may believe, is the joy which he had in the 
thonght, that such an abundant supply of every want of the hearts of these loved 
and generous friends would be given them by God in the glory of the future. 
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EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSIANS. 


INTRODUCTION.’ 
SEC. I—THE CHURCH. 


ITH the exception of the Epistle to the Romans, the letter now 
before us is the only one of all the epistles of Paul that have 
been preserved, which is addressed to a church that was 

neither founded by Paul himself nor even subsequently visited 
by him in person (see on i. 7, ii. 1), although the Colossian Philemon 
was his immediate disciple (Philem. 19), and the Book of Acts relates 

that the apostle passed through Phrygia on two occasions (Acts xvi. 6, 

xviii. 23). There,in Phrygia Magna on the Lycus, was situate Kolossae, 

or Kolassae (see the critical remarks on i.2). It is designated by Herodo- 

tus, vii. 30, as 7éAcc¢ peya2ny, and by Xenophon, Anabd. i. 2. 6, as ebdaiywr x. 

peyéan; but, subsequently, as compared with the cities of Apamea and 

Laodicea which had become great (weyiora: . . . réAew, Strabo xii. 8, p. 576), 

it became so reduced, that it is placed by Strabo, l. c., only in the list of — 

the Phrygian roAicuara, and by Pliny, N. H. v. 41, only among the oppida, 

although celeberrima. According to the Eusebian Chronicle and Oros. vii. 

7, it also was visited by the earthquake which, according to Tacit. Ann. xiv. 

27, devastated Laodicea. This took place not so late as the tenth year of 

Nero’s reign (Eus. Chron.), or even the fourteenth (Orosius), but, accord- 

ing to Tacitus, in the seventh—about the same time with the composition 


1See Hofmann, Introduct. in lectionem ep. P. _—_- Introd. in ep. ad Col.1841; Klépper, De orig. ep. 
‘ad Col. Lips. 1749; Boéhmer, Isagoge inep.ad ad Eph. et Col.1853; Weissin Herzog’s Encykl. 
‘Col. Berol. 1829; Mayerhoff, Der Brief and. XIX. p.717 ff.; Schenkel in his Bibellex. III. 
Kol. kritisch gepriift, Berlin, 1838; Wiggers,d. __p. 565 ff.; Holtzmann, Krit. der Epheser- und 
Verh. d. Ap. P. zu d. christl. Gem.in Kol.in the _Kolosserbriefe, 1872. 
Stud. wu. Krit. 1838, p. 165 ff.; Leo Montet, 
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of our epistle, perhaps shortly afterwards, as the earthquake is not 
mentioned in it. In the Middle Ages the city was again flourishing 
under the name Chonae (Theophylact,and Oecumenius on i. 2; Constant. 
Porphyr. Them. i. 8); it is in the present day the village of Chonus (see 
Pococke, Morgenl. III. p. 114; and generally, Mannert, Geogr. VI. 1, p. 
127 f.; Bohmer, Isag. p. 21 ff.; Steiger, p. 18 ff.). 

By whom the church—which consisted for the most part of Gentile 
Christians, i. 21, 27, ii. 13—was fownded, is not unknown; Epaphras is 
indicated by i. 7 f. as its founder, and not merely as its specially faithful 
and zealous teacher. See the remark after i.7f. That it had received 
and accepted the Pauline gospel, is certain from the whole tenor of the 
epistle. It may be also inferred as certain from ii. 1 compared with Acts 
xviii. 23, that the time of its being founded was subsequent to the visit to 
Phrygia in Acts xviii. 23. From the address (i. 2) we are not warranted 
to infer (with Bleek), that the body of Christians there had not yet been 
constituted into a formal church; comp. on Rom. i. 7. It was so 
numerous, that it had a section assembling in the house of Philemon 
(Philem. 2). 


SEC. II—OCCASION, AIM, TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION, 
CONTENTS. 


; The apostle had received through Epaphras, who had come to him (i. 
7 f., iv. 12; Philem. 23), detailed accounts of the condition of the church, 
and of its perils and needs at that time, whereby he found himself 
induced—and the removal of Epaphras from the church at the moment 
certainly made the matter appear all the more urgent—to despatch 
Tychicus, an inhabitant of Asia Minor (Acts xx. 4), to Colossae, and to 
send with him this epistle (iv. 7 f., comp. Eph. vi. 21 f.). Tychicus was 
also. to visit the Ephesians, and to convey the letter written at the same 
time to them (see on Eph. Introd. 3 2). Tychicus was despatched at the 
same time with Onesimus, the Colossian slave (iv. 9), who had to deliver 
to his master Philemon the well-known letter from the apostle (Philem. 
11 f.). Doubtless Onesimus also—who had come, although still as a 
heathen, from Colossae to Paul—brought with him accounts as to the 
state of matters there, as he had been a servant in a Christian household 
amidst lively Christian intercourse (Philem. 2). 

In accordance with these circumstances giving occasion to the letter, 
the aim of the apostle was not merely to confirm the church generally in 
its Christian faith and life, but also to warn it against heretical perils by 
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which it was threatened. The false teachers whom he had in view were 
Jewish-Christians ; not, however, such as those who, as in Galatia and in 
the neighborhood of Philippi (Phil. iii. 2 ff.), restricting themselves to 
the sphere of legal requirement and especially of the necessity*of circum- 
cision, did away with Christian freedom, the foundation of which is 
justification by faith,—but such as had mixed’ up Christian Judaism with 
theosophie speculation. While they likewise adhered to circumcision (ii. 
11), and to precepts as to meats and feasts (ii. 16), to the prejudice of 
Christ’s atoning work (ii. 13 ff.), they at the same time—and this forms 
their distinctive character—put forward a philosophy as to the higher spirit- 
world, with the fancies and subtleties of which (ii. 18) were combined, as 
practical errors, a conceited humility, worship of angels, and unsparing 
bodily asceticism (ii. 20-23)—extravagances of an unhealthy Gnosis, that 
could not fail to find a fruitful soil in the mystico-fanatical character of , 
the Phrygian people, which served as an appropriate abode formerly for 
the orgiastic cultus of Cybele, and subsequently for Montanism.!. These 
theosophists, however, came most keenly into conflict with the exalted 
rank and the redeeming work of Christ, to whom they did not leave His 
full divine dignity (as cixév rod Ocod x.7.2., 1. 15 ff.), but preferred to assign 
to Him merely a rank in the higher order of spirits, while they ascribed 
to the angels a certain action in bringing about the Messianic salvation, 
entertaining, probably, at the same time, demiurgic ideas as to the creation 
of the world. We must not conclude from i. 18, ii. 12, that they also 
rejected the resurrection of Christ; into such an important point as this Paul 
would have entered directly and at length, asin 1 Cor. xy. But that in 
dualistic fashion they looked on matter as evil, may be reasonably inferred 
from their adoration of spirits, and from their asceticism mortifying the 
body, as well as from the at all events kindred phenomenon of later 
Gnosticism. 

Attempts have been made in very different ways to ascertain more 
precisely the historical character of the Colossian false teachers, and on 
this point we make the following remarks: (1) They appear as Jewish- 
Christians, not as Jews (in opposition to which see ii. 19), which they were 
held to be by Schoettgen, Eichhorn, and others, some looking on them as 
Pharisees (Schoettgen; comp. Schulthess, Hngelwelt, p. 110 f.); others, as 
indirect opponents of Christianity through the semblance of more than 


1The theosophic tendency, which haunted Galatians, of arguments derived from the O. T. 
Colosse, may help to explain the factthat Paul The epistle contains no quotation from Scrip- 
does not make use, asin the Epistle to the ture. 
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earthly sanctity (Eichhorn); others, as adherents of the Alexandrine Neo- 
Platonism (doctrine of the Logos) (so Juncker, Kommentar, Introd. p. 43 
ff.); others, as Chaldaeans or Magians (Hug); others, as syncretistic 
universalists, who would have allowed to Christ a subordinate position in 
their doctrinal structure and passed Christianity off as a stage of Judaism 
_(Schneckenburger, last in the Stud. u. Krit. 1832, p. 840 f.; in opposition 
to him, Rheinwald, de pseudodoct. Coloss. Bonn, 1834). Just as little were 
they adherents of a heathen philosophy, whether they might be looked upon 
as of the Epicurean (Clemens <Alexandrinus), or of the Pythagorean 
(Grotius), or of the Platonic and Stoic (Heumann) school, or of no definite 
school at all (Tertullian, Euthalius, Calixtus). (2) The right view of these 
false teachers, in accordance with history, necessarily carries us back to 
Essenism. In opposition to the opinion that they were Christian Essenes 
(so Chemnitz, Zachariae, Storr, Flatt, Credner, Thiersch, histor. Standp. 
p. 270 f., Ritschl, Ewald, Holtzmann, e¢ al.), it is not to be urged that the 
Essene washings, and various other peculiarities of Essenism, remain 
unnoticed in the epistle; or that the secluded and exclusive character 
peculiar to this society, and the limitation of their abode to Syria and 
Palestine, do not suit the case of the Colossian heretics; or that the 
hypocrisy, conceit, and persuasiveness which belonged to the latter do not 
harmonize with the character of the Essenes, as it is otherwise attested. 
These difficulties are got rid of by comparison with the Roman ascetics 
(Rom. xiv.), who likewise were Essene Jewish-Christians, only more 
unprejudiced and inoffensive than these Asiatics, whose peculiar character, 
which had already received a more Gnostic development and elaboration, 
was of a philosophic stamp, addicted to rhetorical art, full of work-piety 
and hypocrisy, and therefore fraught with more danger to Pauline Chris- 
tianity, the greater the opportunity they had, just then whilst the great 
apostle was himself far away and in bonds, of raising their head. Now, 
if at that time the Essene influence was not at all unfrequent among the 
Jews, and thence also among Jewish-Christfans (see Ritschl, altkath Kirche, 
p. 282 ff., and in the Theolog. Jabrb. 1855, p. 855), and if, beyond doubt, the 
theosophy of the Essenes—kindred with the Alexandrine philosophy, 
although in origin Jewish—and their asceticism (see Joseph. Bell. ii. 8; 
Philo, Quod omnis probus liber, p. 876 ff.; Euseb. Praep. ev. viii. 11 ff.), as 
well as their adherence to their tradition (Joseph. le. ii. 8. 7; comp. 
Credner, Beitr. I. p. 369), are very much in accord with the characteristic 
marks of our heretics (comp. generally Keim, Gesch. Jesu, I. p. 286 ff), the 
latter are with justice designated as Jewish-Christian Gnostics, or more 
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accurately, as Gnostics addicted to an Essene tendency This designation, 
however, is not to be taken in the sense of any subsequently elaborated 
system, but must be understood as intimating that in the doctrines of our 
theosophists there were apparent the widely-spread, and especially in 
Essenism strongly-asserted, elements of Gnosticism, out of which’ the 
formal Gnostic systems were afterwards gradually and variously developed 
(comp. Bohmer, Jsag. p. 56 ff.; Neander, Gelegenheitsschr. p. 40 ff.; Schott, 
Isag. p. 272; Weiss, l.c. p. 720; Grau, l.c. ; Holtzmann, p. 296 ff.; Clemens in 
Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1871, p. 418 ff.). Among the latter, the Cerinthian 
doctrine in particular is, in various points, closely allied with that com- 
bated in our epistle (comp. F. Nitzsch on Bleek, Vorles. p. 15 f.; Lipsius, 
d. _Gmosticismus, 1860, p. 81 f.), although we are not justified in 
considering with Mayerhoff that this polemic was already directed 
against Cerinthus and his adherents, and thence arguing against the 
genuineness of the epistle. A similar judgment is to be formed regarding 
their relation to the Valentinians, who often appealed to the Epistle to the 
Ephesians; and Baur leaps much too rapidly to a conclusion, when he 
thinks (Paulus, II. p. 4 ff.) that in the Colossian false teachers are to be 
found the Gnostic Ebionites (who no doubt originated from Essenism)— 
thereby making our epistle a product of the fermentation of the post- 
apostolic age, and connecting it as a spurious twin-letter with that to the © 
Ephesians. Holtzmann forms a much more cautious judgment, when he 
takes his stand at a preliminary stage of Gnosticism; but even this he 
places in the post-apostolic age,—a position which the less admits of proof, 
seeing that we have no other letter from the later period of the apostle’s 
life before the letters of the captivity and subsequent to that to the 
Romans, and possess for comparison no letter of Paul at all addressed to 
those regions where the Gnostic movements had their seat. The false 
teachers have, moreover, been designated as Cabbalistic (Herder, Kleuker, 
Osiander inthe Tiib. Zeitschr. 1834, 3, p. 96 ff.); but this must likewise be 
restricted to the effect that the theosophic tendency generally, the special 
Essene-Christian shape of which Paul had to combat, may have probably 
been at bottom akin to the subsequently developed Cabbala, although 
the origin of this Jewish metaphysics is veiled in obscurity. (8) We must 
decidedly set aside, were it only on account of the legal strictness of the 
men in question, the assumption of Michaelis, that they were disciples of 
Apollos, to whom Heinrichs adds also disciples of John, as well as Essenes 


1Comp. Grau, Entwickelungsgesch. d. n. t. Schriftth. II. p. 145 ff.; Lipsius in Schenkel’s 
Bibel-Leave. IL. p. 498. 
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and other Judaistic teachers, and even a malevolum hominum genus ex 
ethnicis—of which, in itself extremely improbable, medley the epistle itself 
contains no trace. (4) In contrast to all previous attempts to classify the 
Colossian false teachers, Hofmann prefers to abide by the position that 
they were Jewish Christians, “who, starting from the presupposition that 
the Gentile Christians, in their quality as belonging to Ethnicism, were 
subject to the spirits antagonistic to God which ruled therein, recom- 
mended—with a view to complete their state of salvation, which, it was 
alleged, in this respect needed supplement—a sanctification of the out- 
ward life, based partly on the Sinaitic law, partly on dogmas of natural 
philosophy.” But this cannot be made good as an adequate theory by 
the explanation of the characteristic individual traits, since, on the 
contrary, that theosophico-Judaistic false teaching presents sufficient 
evidences of its having its historical root in Essenism, and its further 
development and diversified elaboration in the later Gnosticism, provided 
that with unprejudiced exegesis we follow the apostle’s indications in 
regard to the point; see especially on ii. 16-28. 

In date and place of composition our epistle coincides with that to the 
‘Ephesians, and is, like the latter, to be assigned not, in conformity with 
the usual opinion, to the Roman, but to the Caesarean captivity of the 
apostle. See on Eph. Introd. 32. In opposition to this view,! de Wette, 
Bleek, and others attach decisive importance specially to two points: (1) 
That what Paul says in Col. iv. 8, 11 of his labors for the gospel harmo- 
nizes with Acts xxviii. 31, but not with his sojourn in Caesarea, Acts xxiv. 
23. But iv. 11 contains no special statement at all as to the labors of the 
apostle in captivity, and as to iv. 3 we must observe that he there expresses 
the longing for future free working. The latter remark applies also in 
opposition to Wieseler (Chronol. des apostol. Zeitalt. p. 420) and Hofmann, 
who likewise regard iv. 8 f. as decisive in favor of the Roman captivity, 
while Hofmann finds the statement as to Mark and Jesus contained in iv. 
11 incompatible with the situation in Caesarea (but see in loc.). In assum- 
ing that the conversion of the Gentile Onesimus (Philem. 10) is incom- 
patible with the statement in Acts xxiv. 28, Wieseler infers too much from 
the words rp idiwy adrod (Acts xxiv. 23), especially as the intention of a 
liberal custody is obvious in the arrangement of Felix. (2) That in Rome 
Paul might have thought of the journey to Phrygia hoped for at Philem. 


1 Which,with Hausrath, Laurent, and others, Hofmann rejects our view, and Holtzmann 
Sabatier also (Uapétre Paul, 1870, p. 193 ff.) pre- does not find it the more probable. 
fers, while Weiss leayes the point undecided. 
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' 22, but not im Caesarea (comp. Hofmann, p. 217), where, according to Acts 
xix. 21, Rom. i. 18, xv. 23 ff., Acts xxiii. 11, he had the design of going to 
Rome, but a return to Asia Minor would have been, after his language in 
Acts xx. 25, far from his thoughts. But although certainly, when he 
spoke the words recorded in Acts xx. 25, a return to Asia was far from his 
thoughts, nevertheless this idea might subsequently occur to him just as 
easily at Caesarea as at Rome; indeed more easily, for, if Paul had been 
set free at Caesarea, he could combine his intended journey to Rome with 
a passage through Asia. There is no doubt that when at Rome he 
expressed the hope (Phil. i. 24) of again visiting the scene of his former 
labors; but why should he not have done the same when at Caesarea, so 
long, namely, as his appeal to the emperor had not taken place? See also 
on Philem. 22.—If our epistle was written in Caesarea, the time of its com- 
position was the year 60 or 61, while the procuratorship was still in the 
hands of Felix. 
As regards the contents of the epistle, after the salutation (i. 1 f.), a 
thanksgiving (i. 3-8), and intercessory prayer (i. 9-12), Paul passes on 
(ver. 12) to the blessedness of the redemption which his readers had 
obtained through Christ, whose dignity and work are earnestly and very 
sublimely set before their minds with reference to the dangers arising from 
heresy (i. 13-23). Next Paul testifies to, and gives the grounds for, the joy 
; which he now felt in his sufferings as an apostle (i. 24-29). By way of 
preparation for his warnings against the false teachers, he next expresses 
. his great care for his readers and all other Christians who do not person- 
ally know him, as concerns their Christian adyancement (ii. 1-3), and 
then subjoins the warnings themselves in detail (ii. 4-23). Next follow 
moral admonitions (iii. 1-iv. 6); a commendatory mention. of Tychicus 
and Onesimus (iv. 7-9); salutations with commendations and injunctions 
(iv. 10-17); and the conclusion appended by the apostle’s own hand (ver. 
18). 
SEC. IIL.—GENUINENESS. 


Even if it be allowed that the apparent allusions to our Epistle which 
one might find in the apostolic Fathers (Clement, Barnabas, Ignatius) are 
uncertain, and that even the mention of rpuréroxog mdong xricew¢ in Justin 
Mart. c. Tryph. p. 311 (comp. p. 310, 326), and Theophil. ad Audol. ii. 31, 
may be independent of Col. i. 15, still the external attestation of our Epistle 
is so ancient, continuous, and general (Marcion, the school of Valentinus; 
Trenaeus, Haer. iii. 14.1 and v. 14. 2, who first cites it by name; Canon 
Murat.; Clem. Al. Strom. i. p. 277, iv. p. 499, v. p. 576, vi. p. 645; Tert. 
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Praescr. 7, de resurr, 23; Origen, ¢. Cels. v. 8, etc.), that no well-founded 
doubt can from this quarter be raised. 

But modern criticism has assailed the Epistle on internal grounds; and 
the course of its development has been as follows. Mayerhoff (d. Brief an 
die Kol. mit vornehml. Beriicksicht. d. Pastoralbr. kritisch gepriift, Berl. 1838) 
assumed the genuineness of the Epistle to the Ephesians, to the prejudice 
of our Epistle (de Wette inverts the procedure to the prejudice of the 
Ephesian Epistle) ; Baur, on the other hand (Paulus, I. p. 8 ff.), rejected 
both the cognate Epistles; comp. also Schwegler, nachapost. Zeitalt. II. p. 
825 ff. According to Weisse (philos. Dogmat. I. p. 146), our Epistle, like 
most of the Pauline letters, is pervaded by interpolations. Hitzig also (zur 
Kritik paulin. Briefe, 1870, p. 22 ff.) asserts their presence, and ascribes 
them to the author of the (un-Pauline) Ephesian Epistle, who, after the 
composition of his own work, had manipulated afresh a Pauline letter to 
the Colossians, the genuine text of which he misunderstood. In assign- 
ing his reasons for this view, Hitzig does not go beyond the bounds of 
bare assertions and misunderstandings on his own part. Hoenig (in Hil- 
genfeld’s Zeitschr. 1872, p. 68 ff.), after comparing the two kindred letters, 
propounds the view that all those passages of the Epistle to the Colossians 
are to be regarded as interpolations, regarding which it can be shown that 
the author of the (not genuine) Epistle to the Ephesians did not know 
them. But Hoenig has reserved to a future time the exhibition of the 
detailed grounds for this bold view, and has consequently for the present 
withdrawn it from criticism. After thorough investigation, Holtzmann 
(Kritik d. Epheser- u. Kolosserbriefe, 1872) has arrived at the hypothesis of 
a great series of interpolations, the author of which was none other than 
the author of the Epistle to the Ephesians written, according to Holtz- 
mann, somewhere about the year 100, who, with the help of this writing 
of his own, had worked up the short and genuinely Pauline letter to the 
Colossians, which he found in existence, into a new and amplified form, 
and thereby rescued it in a second enlarged edition from oblivion. But 
neither can the course of interpolation thus set forth be exegetically 
verified, nor can it—seeing that all the witnesses from the beginning prove 
only the present shape of the letter, and no trace has been left of any 
earlier one—be without arbitrariness rendered critically intelligible, as in 
fact such a procedure on the part of an interpolator, who had withal so 
much mastery of freé movement in the sphere of Pauline thought and 
language that he could write the Epistle to the Ephesians, would yield a 
laborious and—as overlaying and obscuring the given nucleus—somewhat 
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clumsy mosaic patchwork, which, from a psychological point of view, 
would be hardly conceivable. 

Mayerhoff, in order to characterize the Epistle as a production of 
possibly the second century epitomized from the Epistle to the Ephesians 
with the addition of some controversial matter, lays stress on (a) differ- 
ences in language and style, (b) deviations from the Pauline character 
both of conception and of representation, (c) the comparison with the 
Epistle to the Ephesians, and (d) the supposed reference of the polemics 
to Cerinthus. But, first, the stamp of language and the style are so 
entirely Pauline, that particular expressions, which we are accustomed to 
in Paul’s writings but do not find here (dcxavocbvy x.7.2., owtnpia x.7.2., drond- 
Avuc, imaxo#, dpa, di6, ddr, Eri, et al.), or drat Aeydueva Which occur (as éeA0- 
Opyckeia, rPavodoyia, et al.), cannot furnish any counter argument, since, in 
fact, they are fully outweighed by similar phenomena in epistles which 
are indubitably genuine. There is the less ground for urging the oceur- 
rence only six times of yép (Text. Rec.), as even in the larger Epistle to the 
Ephesians it occurs only eleven times, and in the Second Epistle to the 
Thessalonians only five times. And how little are such mechanical stand- 
ards of comparison at all compatible with a mind so free in movement 
and rich in language ag was that of Paul! In his case even the order of 
the words *E?Ayy kai ’Iovdaiog (iii. 11) cannot seem surprising, nor can the= 
combining of designations similar in meaning (as i. 6, 10, ii. 18, 23) appear 
as a strange hunting after synonyms. See, besides, Huther, Schlussbe- 
tracht. p. 420 ff.; Hofmann, p. 179 f. Secondly, un-Pauline conceptions 
are only imported into the Epistle by incorrect interpretations; and the 
peculiar developments of doctrine, which Paul gives only here, but which 
are in no case without their preliminary conditions and outlines in the 
earlier Epistles, were suggested to him by the special occasion of the letter 
(as, in particular, the development of the relation of Christ to the angel- 
world). And if the Epistle is said to lack in its dogmatic portion the 
logical arrangement which is found in the hortatory portion (the reverse 
being the case in the genuine Epistles); if Pauline freshness and vigor are 
said to be wanting, and poverty of thought to prevail; these are judg- 
ments which in some cases are utterly set aside by a right exegesis, and in 
others are of a partisan character and aesthetically incorrect. The com- 
plaint, in particular, of “poverty of thought” is characteristic of the pro- 
cedure of such criticism towards its victims, no matter how precarious a 
subjective standard must ever be in such questions, or how various may 
be the judgments which are put forth as based on taste (according to 
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Bohmer, Isag. p. 160, our Epistle is “viva, pressa, solida, nervis plena, mas- 
cula”). Thirdly, the affinity of our Epistle with that to the Ephesians in 
style and contents is explained by their composition at the same time,— 
as respects which, however, the priority lies with our letter—and by the 
analogy of the circumstances giving occasion to write, which in either case 
the apostle had in view.! See on Eph. Introd. 23. Lastly, the assertion 
that Cerinthus is assailed is erroneous—a critical prothysteron ; see @ 2. 
Baur,? who describes the Epistle to the Ephesians and that to the Col- 
ossians, which are held at any rate to stand or fall together, as un-Pauline, 
and places the former in a secondary relation to the latter, looks upon 
this latter as combating an Ebionitism, which would have nothing to do 
with a recognition of the universalism of Christianity at the cost of renoun- 
cing everything that was incompatible with the absoluteness of the Chris- 
tian principle. He holds, however, that this universalism was not that 
based on the Pauline anthropology, but only the external universalism, 
which consisted in the coalition between Gentiles and Jews effected by the 
death of Christ, and in which, alongside of the forgiveness of sin, the Cle- 
mentines placed the aim of Christ’s death. Thus, according to Baur, the 
Epistles to the Ephesians and Colossians are to be placed in the post-apos- 
tolic period of a conciliation between Jewish and Gentile Christianity. 
The highest expression of this conciliatory destination is the Christology 
of the Epistles, in so far, namely, as Christ appears as the primordial prin- 
ciple of all being, and His whole work onward to His exaltation as the self 
realization of this idea, according to which the pre-existence is the main 
point of the Christology. The arguments of Baur are mostly derived from 
the Epistle to the Ephesians; those that particularly affect our Epistle, 
and are supposed to attest a Gnostic stamp impressed on it (such as the 
idea of Christ as the central point of the whole kingdom of spirits, the 
notion of the zA#pwya, etc.), will be shown by the exposition tobe a homo-. 
geneous development of elements of doctrine already presented in the 
earlier Epistles’ Concerning these Christological doubts, see, moreover, 
especially Raebiger, Christol. Paul. p. 42 ff., and generally Klépper, de orig. 


1 The assertion is being constantly repeated, 
that Paul could not have copied himself. But, 
in fact, we have not among the apostle’s letters 
any other two, which were written so imme- 
diately at the same time, and to churehes 
If we had had 
two such, who knows but that they would 
have presented an analogous resemblance ? 


whose wants were similar. 


?Planck, Késtlin, Hilgenfeld, Héekstra (in 
the Theolog. Tijdschrift, 1868), as well as 
Schwegler, agree in substance with Baur. 

8’ The exegesis of the Epistle will also dis- 
pose of what Hilgenfeld, who rejects the 
genuineness of the Ephesian and Colossian 
letters, adduces by way of establishing his 
assertion, that “the new and characteristic 
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epp. ad Eph. et Coloss. Gryphisw. 1853 ; Hofmann, p. 181 ff.; Rich. Schmidt, 
Paul. Christol. p. 196 ff.; Sabatier, Papdtre Paul, p. 207 ff It may be 
observed in general, that if our Epistle (and that to the Ephesians) is 
nothing more than a pseudo-apostolic movement of Gnosis against Ebion- 
itism, then every other Epistle is so also, since every other writing in the 
N. T. may, with almost equal justice, be brought under some such category 
of subjective presupposition; and that it is in reality inconsistent, if the 
whole N. T. is not (and for the most part it has already been) made out to 
be a collection of later books written with some set purpose, which, by 
means of their pseudo-epigraphic names, have succeeded in deceiving the 
vigilance of centuries. The fabrication of such an epistle as that to:the Col- 
ossians would be more marvelous than its originality. “Non est cujusvis 
. hominis, Paulinum pectus effingere; tonat, fulgurat, meras flammas 
loquitur Paulus,” Erasmus, Annot. ad iv. 16. 

Ewald has modified the theory of its composition by the apostle in a 
peculiar way. In his view, the Epistle is indeed planned and carried out 
quite after the manner of the apostle; but after the contents had been 
settled by preliminary discussion, Paul committed the composition to 
Timothy (i. 1), again, however, towards the end, dictating the words more 
in person, and adding the final salutation (iv. 18).with his own hand. 
But, first, this hypothesis is already rendered doubtful by the fact that it 
is not made to extend uniformly to chap.iv. Secondly, it may be urged 
against it, that a Timothy himself, even after. preliminary discussion with 
the apostle, could hardly have appropriated or imitated the completely 
Pauline stamp in such measure, asin this Epistle it recurs at every sen- 
tence and in every turn. Thirdly, the conjectured course of procedure 
does not appear in any other of Paul’s Epistles, and yet the present was one 
of the shortest and the easiest to be dictated. Fourthly, such a procedure 
can scarcely be reconciled with the high value and authority, well under- 
stood by the apostle, which an Epistle from him could not but possess for 
any Christian church, especially for one not founded by ‘himself. 
Fifthly, we cannot but naturally regard the concluding salutation 
by his own hand (iv. 18) as simply the token of his own, and 
not of a merely indirect, composition (2 Thess. iii. 17).  Sixthly, 


feature of the Colossian Epistle consists sim- inism in this case not merely repelling, but 
ply in this, that it represents Paulinism no even in part adopting, Gnostic elements.—For 
longer merely in contradistinction to Jewish Baur’s Gnostic interpretation of the mAyjpwmea, 
Christianity, but also in contradistinction see especially his Paulus, II. p. 12 ff., and 
_ to Gnosticism (proper);” see Hilgenfeld’s  Newtest. Theol. p. 257 ff. 

Zeitschr. 1870, p. 245 f. We see, he says, Paul- 1Compare, also generally, in opposition to 
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according to iy. 16, a similar merely indirect composition on his part 
would have to be attributed also to. the Epistle to the Laodiceans, since 
the two Epistles, as they were to be read in both churches, must have 
ean, as it were, cast in the same mould, and of essentially the same 
import. Lastly, the peculiar dangerous character of the spiritualistic 
Judaism, which had to be opposed in the Epistle, was precisely such as to 
claim the undivided personal action of the apostle, which was certainly, 
even in the enforced leisure of his imprisonment, sufficiently within his 
power for the purpose of his epistolary labors. The grounds on which 
the foregoing hypothesis is based '—and in the main the assailants of the 
genuineness have already used them—are in part quite unimportant, in 
part framed after a very subjective standard, and far from adequate in the 
case of a letter-writer, who stands so high and great in many-sided wealth 
both of thought and diction and in its free handling as Paul, and who, 
according to the diversity of the given circumstances and of his own tone 
of feeling, was capable of, and had the mastery over, so ample and mani- 
fold variety in the presentation of his ideas and the structure of his sen- 
Nor do those linguistic difficulties, which Holtzmann, p. 104 ff, 
has brought forward more discreetly than Mayerhoff, and to some extent 


tences. 


in agreement with Ewald, with a view to separate the portions of the 
letter pertaining to the genuine Paul from those that belong to the 
manipulator and interpolator, suffice for his object.2 They could only be 


the hypothesis of a positive influence of 
Gnosis on N. T. doctrinal ideas, Heinrici, a. 
Valent. Gnosis u. d. heil. Schr. 1871, 

1Ewald appeals (presupposing, moreover, 
the non-genuineness of the Epistle to the 
Ephesians) to the longer compound words, 
such as avravarAnpow, aroxatad\Aaoow, amadd\o- 
TpLow, mapadoyiGouw.at, eOeAocPpyckeia, opOadpo- 
SovAeca; to unusual modes of expression, 
such as 0éAw bpas eidévar (ii. 1), 6 éotiv for the 
explanatory that is (i. 24 [27], ii. 10, iii. 14), in 
connections capable of being easily mis- 
understood; to the circumstances, that in the 
progress of the discourse and in the structure 
of sentences we entirely miss “the exceed- 
ingly forcible flow and the exultant ebullition, 
and then, again, the quick concentration and 
the firm collocation of the thoughts;” that 
the words 6¢, yap, and aAA4. are less frequently 
found, and that the sentences are connected 


more by simple little relational words and in 
excessively long series, like the links of a 
chain, alongside of which is also frequently 
found the merely rhetorical accumulation of 
sentences left without links of connection 
(such as i. 14, 20, 25 f, 27, ii. 8, 11, 23, iii. 5); 
that we meet delicate but still perceptible 
distinctions of thought, such as the non- 
mention of dicatoovvn and dixarodv, and the 
description of the Logos by the word mAjpoua 
itself (i. 19, ii. 9); that we find a multitude of 
words and figures peculiarly Pauline, but that 
we miss all the more the whole apostle in his 
most vivid idiosynerasy throughout the main 
portions of the Epistle; and that many a 
word and figure, in fact, appears imitated 
from the Epistles of Paul, especially that to 
the Romans. 

? When we take fully into account the sin. 
gularly ample storehouse of the Greek lan- 


- 


INTRODUCTION. 205 


of weight, in the event of their exhibiting modes of expression beyond 
doubt un-Pauline, or of the interpolated character of the passages in ques- 
tion being already established on other grounds. 


guage, from which the apostle knew how to 
draw his materials with so much freedom 
and variety in all his letters, we shall not be 
too hastily ready to hold that such expres- 
sions, phrases, or turns, as have no parallels 


in the undisputed letters, at once betray 
another author; or, on the other hand, to 
reckon that such as are characteristic of, and 
currently used by, the apostle, are due to an 
assumption of the Pauline manner. 
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Tlabhov extotodn xpos Kohoccasts. 


A BK min. Copt. have the superscription tpd¢ KoAaccaei¢. So Matth. Lachm. 
and Tisch. Comp.’on ver. 2. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 1. The arrangement Xpcorot ’Ijoov (Lachm. Tisch.) has preponderant tes- 
timony in its favor, but not the addition of ’Ijoot after Xpcorov in ver. 2 (Lachm.). 
—Ver. 2. KoAoocaic] K P, also C and & in the subscription, min. Syr. utr. Copt. 
Or. Nyss. Amphiloch. Theodoret, Damase. et. al. have KoAaccaic. Approved by 
Griesb., following Erasm. Steph. Wetst.; adopted by Matth. Lach. Tisch. 7. The 
Recepta is supported by BD EF G L¥®, min. Vulg. It. Clem. Chrys. Theophyl. 
Tert. Ambrosiast. Pelag. The matter is to be judged thus: (1) The name in 
itself correct is undoubtedly KoAcocai, which is supported by coins of the city 
(Eckhel, Doctr. num. III. p. 107) and confirmed by Herod. vii. 30 (see Wessel. 
and Valck. in loc.); Xen. Anab. i. 2.6 (see Bornem. in loc.); Strabo, xii. 8, p. 
576; Plin. N. H. v. 32. (2) But since the form KoAaccai has so old and consid- 
erable attestation, and is preserved in Herodotus and Xenophon as a various read- 
ing, as also in Polyaen. viii. 16, and therefore a mere copyist’s error cannot be 
found in the case—the more especially as the copyists, even apart from the 
analogy which suggested itself to them of the well-known xoAoccdc, would naturally 
be led to the prevalent form of the name KoAocoa/,—we must assume that, although 
KodAoocai was the more formally correct name, still the name Kodaccai was 
also (vulgarly) in use, that this was the name which Paul himself wrote, 
and that Kodoooaic¢ is an ancient correction, If the latter had originally a 
place in the text, there would have been no occasion to alter the generally known 
and correct form of the name.—After tatpd¢ 7juav, Elz. (Lachm. in brackets) has 
kai kupiov Inco’ Xpiorov, in opposition to B D E K L, min. vss. and Fathers. A 
complementary addition in accordance with the openings of other epistles, espe- 
cially as no ground for intentional omission suggests itself (in opposition to Reiche, 
Comm. crit. p. 351 f.).—Ver. 3. kat ratpi] Lachin. and Tisch. 7: rarpi. So B C%, 
vss. and Fathers, while D* F G, Chrys. have 7@ warpi. Since, however, Paul 
always writes 6 Osd¢ kal rarip Tov Kupiov (Rom. xv. 6; 2 Cor. i. 3, xi. 81; Eph. i. 
3; also 1 Cor. xv. 24; Eph. v. 20), and never 6 Oed¢ 6 rarjp Tr. k. or 6 Ocde marHp 
t. «., the Recepta, which has in its favor A C** D*** EK L Py, min. Vulg. and 
Fathers, is with Tisch. 8 to be retained. The xaé was readily omitted ina 
mechanical way after the immediately preceding Ocov matpéc.—Instead of Tepl, 
Lachm. reads tp, which is also recommended by Griesb., following B D* E* FG, 
min. Theophyl. Not attested by preponderating evidence, and easily introduced 
in reference to ver. 9 (where irép stands without variation)—Ver, 4. Instead of 
fv éxere (which is recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.), Elz. 
Matth. Scholz have rv merely, but in opposition to A C D* E* FG PR, min. 
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vss. (including Vulg. It.) Fathers. If r#» were originally written, why should it 
have been exchanged for #v éyere? On the other hand, jv éyere, as it could be 
dispensed with for the sense, might easily drop out, because the word preceding 
concludes with the syllable HN, and the word following (eic), like éyere, begins 
with E. The grammatical gap would then, following Eph. i. 15, be filled up by 
Thv.—V er. 6, Kai or] Kai is wanting in A B C D* E* P 8, min. and some vss. and 
Fathers ; condemned by Griesb., omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But, not being 
understood, this xa/, which has the most important vss. and Fathers in its favor, 
was omitted in the interest of simplicity as disturbing the connection.—«ai 
avfavéuevov] is wanting in Elz. Matth., who is of opinion that Chrys. introduced 
it from ver. 10. But it is so décisively attested, that the omission must be looked 
upon as caused by the homoeoieleuton, the more especially as a similar ending and 
a similar beginning here came together (ONKA).—Ver. 7. xa6a¢ Kai] kai is justly 
condemned by Griesb. on decisive evidence, and is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
A mechanical repetition from the preceding.—ivor] A B D*G F 8%, min, : 7dr; 
approved by\Griesb., adopted by Lachm. But since the first person both.precedes 
and follows (7juév . . . jyiv), it was put here also by careless copyists.—Ver. 10. 
After tepixarjcat, Elz. Tisch. 7 have ivac, against decisive testimony ; a supple- 
mentary addition —ei¢ tiv éxiyvwow] Griesb. Lachm. Scholz. Tisch. 8 have rH 
éxtyvacet. So A BC D* E* F G Py, min. Clem. Cyr..Maxim. But it lacks the, 
support of the vss., which (Vulg. It. in scientia Dei) have read the Recepta ei¢ rt. 
éxiyy, attested by D*** E** K L and most min., also Theodoret, Dam. Theophyl. 
Oec., or with ** and Chrys. év 77 éxcyvécer. The latter, as well as the mere iH 
éxtyv., betrays itself as an explanation of the difficult el¢ rt. éxiyy., which, we may 
add, belongs to the symmetrical structure of the whole discourse, the participial © 
sentences of which all conclude with a destination introduced by ei¢.—Ver. 12. . 
ixavecavtt] Lachm.: ka7écavre Kai ixavocartt, according to B, whilst D* F G, min. 
Arm. Aeth. It. Didym. Ambrosiast. Vigil. have xa/écavt: merely. Looking at the 
so isolated attestation ad, x, ixav., we must assume that KaAéocavTe was written on 
the margin by way of complement, and then was in some cases inserted with «ai, 
and in others without «ai substituted for ixavéc—Instead of jac, Tisch. 8 has 
iuac ; but the latter, too weakly attested by B x, easily slipped in by means of the 
connection with evyap.—vVer. 14. After arodvrp. Elz. has did tov aipato¢g abtov, 
against decisive testimony; from Eph. i. 7—Ver. 16. ra év roi obpavoig cat ra] 
Lachm. has erased the first 74 and bracketed the second. In both cases 
the 7é is wanting in B 3%, Or.; the first ra only is wanting in D* 
E* F G P and two min. But how easily might TA be absorbed in the 
final syllable of zévTA; and this would then partially involve the omission 
of the second ré! The assumption that the final syllable of mdvra was 
written twice would only be warranted, if the omitting witnesses, especially in 
the case of the second 74, were stronger—Ver. 20. The second 0” airov is wanting 
in B D* FG L, min. Vulg. It. Sahid. Or. Cyr. Chrys. Theophyl. and Latin 
Fathers. Omitted by Lachm. It was passed over as superfluous, obscure, and 
disturbing the sense—Ver. 21. Instead of the Recepta amoxarjAdagev, Lachm., 
following B, has @roxatnAAdynre. D* F G, It. Goth. Ir. Ambrosiast. Sedul. have 
arxoxaradadayévres, Since, according to this, the passive is considerably attested, 
and the active d7oxar4afev, although most strongly attested (also by sx), may 
well be suspected to be a syntactic emendation, we must decide, as between the 
two passive readings d7oxatyAAdynte and aroxara/Aayévrec, in favor of the former, 


r 
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because the latter is quite unsuitable. If the Recepta were original, the construc- 
tion would be so entirely plain, that we could not at all see why the passive 
should have been introduced.—Ver. 22. After @avdrov, A P x, min. vss. Ir. have 
airov, which Lachm. has admitted in brackets. It is attested so weakly, as to 
seem nothing more than a familiar addition—vVer. 23. 77 before «ricer is, with 
Lachm. and Tisch., to be omitted, following A B C D* F Gx, min. Chrys— 
Instead of dedxovoc, P 3 have xfjpvé x. axéorodog. A gloss; comp.1 Tim.ii. 7. In A 
all the three words kjpvt «. ax, «, diak. are given—Ver. 24. viv] D* E* FG, 
Vulg. It. Ambrosiast. Pel. have é¢ viv, Rightly; the final syllable of dcaxovoc in 
ver 28, and the beginning of a church-lesson, co-operated to the suppression of 6c, 
which, however, is quite in keeping with.the connection and the whole progress — 
of the discourse.—After ta6#u. Elz. has ov, against decisive testimony.—6 éorw] 
C D* E, min.: é¢ éovev. So Lachm. in the margin. A copyist’s error—Ver. 27. 
The neuter ti 7d mAodroc (Matth. Lachm. Tisch.) is attested by codd. and 
Fathers sufficiently to make the masculine appear as an emendation: comp. on 2 
Cor. viii. 2—be gore] A BF G P, min. (quod in Vulg. It. leaves the reading uncer- 
tain): 6 éorw., So Lachm. A grammatical alteration, which, after ver. 24, was 
all the more likely —Ver. 28. After d:ddox., tavta dvOpwrov is wanting in D* E* 
F G, min. vss.and Fathers. Suspected by Griesb., but is to be defended. The whole 
kai Oi0dox. ravta avOpwr. was omitted owing to the homoeoteleuton (so still in L, 
min. Clem.), and then the restoration of the words took place incompletely — 
After Xpior@ Elz. has Ijcov, against decisive testimony. 


Vv.1,2. [On Vv. 1, 2,see Note XXIII. pages 263, 264.] Ard GcAgju. Ocov] see 
oniCor.i.1. Comp. 2 Cor.i.1; Eph. i. 1.—xai T.ué0.] see on 2 Cor. i. 1; Phil. 
41.1. Here also as subordinate joint-author of the letter, who at the same time 
may have been the amanuensis, but is not here jointly mentioned as such 
(comp. Rom. xvi. 22), See on Phil. i. 1.—é dadeAddc] see on 1 Cor. i. 1; 
referring, not to official (Chrys. : obxovv Kat abrd¢ axdorodoc), but generally to 
Christian brotherhood.—roic év Kod. dy. «.7.2.] to the saints who are in Colos- 
sae [XXIII b. ¢.]. To this theocratic designation, which in itself is not as 
yet more precisely defined (see on Rom. i. 7), is then added their distine- 
tively Christian character : and believing brethren in Christ. Comp. on Eph. 
1.1. dyiow is to be understood as a substantive, just as in all the com- 
mencements of epistles, where it occurs (Rom. i. 7; 1 Cor.; 2 Cor.; Eph.; 
Phil.); and év Xpcor@ is closely connected with or. ad., with which it blends 
so as to form one conception (hence it is not toi¢ év X.), expressly designat- 
ing the believing brethren as Christians, so that év X. forms the element of 
demarcation, in which the readers are believing brethren, and outside of 
which they would not be so in the Christian sense. Comp. on 1 Cor. iv. 
17; Eph. vi. 21; in which passages, however, zoré¢ is faithful,—a meaning 
which it has not here (in opposition to Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Dal- 
mer), because everywhere in the superscriptions of the Epistles it is only 
the Christian standing of the readers that is described. No doubt é 
Xpior® was in itself hardly necessary; but the addresses have a certain 
formal stamp. If dyiow is taken as an adjective: “the holy and believing 
brethren” (de Wette), év Xpur@ being made to apply to the whole 
formula, then ioroi¢ coming after dyio (which latter word would already 
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have, through év X., its definition in a Christian sense, which, according ° 
to our view, it still has not) would be simply a superfluous and clumsy 
addition, because dyloe would already presuppose the moroic.—The fact 
that Paul does not expressly describe the church to which he is writing as 
a church (as in 1 Cor.; 2 Cor.; Gal.; 1 and 2 Thess.) has no special motive 
(comp. Rom., Eph., Phil.), but is purely accidental. If it implied that he 
had not founded the church and stood in no kind of relation to it as such, 
and especially to its rulers (de Wette, by way of query), he would not have 
written of a Aaodixéwv éxxAnoia (iv. 16). Indeed, the principle of address- 
ing as churches those communities only which he had himself founded, is 
not one to be expected from the apostle’s disposition of mind and wisdom ; 
and it is excluded by the inscription of the Epistle to the Ephesians 
(assuming its genuineness and destination for the church at Ephesus), as 
also by Phil. i. 1 (where the mention of the bishops and deacons would not 
compensate for the formal naming of the church). It is also an accidental 
matter that Paul says év Xpwr@ merely, and not év X. ‘Ijoov (1 Cor.; 
Eph.; Phil.; 2 Thess.), although Mayerhoff makes use of this, among 
other things, to impugn the genuineness of the epistle; just as if such a 
mechanical regularity were to be ascribed to the apostle!—ydpec ipiv 
x.7.4.] See on Rom. i. 7. [XXIII d.] 

Ver. 3 f. [On Vy. 3-8, see Note XXIV. pages 264-266.] Thanksgiving for the 
Christian condition of the readers, down to ver. 8.—ev yapiorévpev | [XXIV a. ] 
Tand Timothy ; plural and singular alternate in the Epistle (i. 23, 24, 28, 29 ff., 
iv. 3); but not without significant occasion.—x«ai rarpi «.7.44] whois at the same 
time the Father, etc. See on Eph. i. 3—révrore] [XXIV b.] belongs to ed yap., 
as in 1 Cor. i.4; 1 Thess. i. 2; 2 Thess. i. 3; Philem. 4, and not to zepi ty- 
mpocevy,—a connection opposed to the parallel Eph. i. 16, as well as to 
the context, according to which the thanksgiving is the main point here, 
and the prayer merely a concomitant definition; and it is not till ver. 9 
that the latter is brought forward as the object of the discourse, and that 
as unceasing. This predicate belongs here to the thanking, and in ver. 9 
to the praying, and xepi iuav xpocevy.—words which are not, with Bahr, 
to be separated from one another (whereby zpocevy. would unduly stand 
without relation)—is nothing but a more precise definition of ravrore: 
“ always (each time, Phil. i. 4; Rom. i. 10), when we pray for you.” —axovoar- 
rec «.7.A.] [XXIV c¢] with reference to time; after having heard, etc. 
Comp. ver. 9. In that, which Paul had heard of them, lies the grownd of 
his thanksgiving. The rior is faith (Rom. i. 8; 1 Thess. i. 3; 2 Thess. i. 
3) not faithfulness (Ewald), as at Philem. 5, where the position of the words 
is different. That Paul has heard their faith praised, is self-evident from 
the context. Comp. Eph. i. 15; Philem.5.—év X. 'I.] on Chvist, in so far, 
namely, as the faith has its basis in Christ. See on Mark i. 15; Gal. iii. 26 ; 
Eph. i. 13, 15. As to the non-repetition of rf, see on Gal. iii, 26.—jv 


1Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Béhmer, Olshausen, Dalmer. 
Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Gro- 2¥For a like use of dei, see Stallbaum, ad 
tius, Bengel, and many others, including Plat. Rep. p. 360 A. 
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éyere] Paul so writes,—not by joining on immediately (riv aydrqy tic 
mavrag k,T.A.), nor yet by the mere repetition of the article, as in Eph. i. 15 
(so the Recepta, see the critical remarks),—because he has it in view to 
enter more fully upon this point of ayéry, and indeed definitely upon the 
reason why they cherished i. 

Ver. 5. Aud ry éArida x.7.4.] [XXIV d.] on account of the hope, etc. does 
not belong to evyap. ver. 3,! because the ground for the apostolic thanks- 
giving at the beginnings of the Epistles, as also here at ver. 4, always con- 
sists in the Christian character of the readers,? and that indeed as a 
ground in itself? and therefore not merely on account of what one has in 
future to hope from it; and, moreover, because evyapeorety with da and 
the accusative does not occur anywhere in the N.T. It is connected with 
jv éyere x.7.4., and thus specifies the motive ground of the love; for love 
guarantees the realization of the salvation hoped for.*| The more faith is 
active through love, the richer one becomes eic¢ Oedv (Luke xii. 21), and 
this riches forms the contents of hope. He who does not love remains 
subject to death (1 John iii. 14), and his faith profits him nothing (1 Cor. 
xiii 1-8). It is erroneous to refer it jointly to wiortc, so as to make the 
hope appear here as ground of the faith and the love; so Grotius and 
others, including Bahr, Olshausen, and de Wette; comp. Baumgarten- 
Crusius and Ewald. For jv éyere (or the Rec. rjv) indicates a further 
statement merely as regards r)v ayadryv; and with this accords the close 
of the whole outburst, which in ver. 8 emphatically reverts to ty iuov 
ayarnv.— The éric is here conceived objectively (comp. éar. BAeropévn, 
Rom. viii. 24): our hope as fo its objective contents, that which we hope for$ 
—riv aroxe, buiv év rt. op.) What is meant is the Messianic salvation 
forming the contents of the hope (1 Thess. v. 8; Rom. y. 2, viii. 18 ff.; 
Col, iii. 3 f.), which remains deposited, that is, preserved, laid up (Luke xix. 
20), in heaven for the Christian until the Parousia, in order to be then 
given to him. On adox. comp. 2 Tim. iv. 8; 2 Mace. xii. 45; Kypke, IT. 
p- 320 f.; Loesner, p. 860; Jacobs, ad Ach. Tat. p. 678. Used of death, 
Heb. ix. 27; of punishments, Plat. Locr. p. 104 D, 4 Mace. viii. 10. As to 
the idea, comp. the conception of the treasure in heaven (Matt. vi. 20, 
xix. 21; 1 Tim. vi. 19), of the reward in heaven (see on Matt. v. 12), of the 
modireyua in heaven (see on Phil. iii. 20), of the kAypovoula rernpnuévyn év 
ovpav..(1 Pet. i. 4), and of the BpaBeiov ric avo KAgoewe (Phil. iii. 14).—fv 
mpoyxovoare K.7.A.] [XXIV e.] Certainty of this hope, which is not an un- 


1Bengel, “ex spe patet, quanta sit causa 
gratias agendi pro dono fidei et amoris;” 
comp. Bullinger, Zanchius, Calovius, Elsner, 
Michaelis, Zachariae, Storr, Rosenmiiller, 
Hofmann, and others. 

2Rom. i. 8; 1 Cor. i. 4 ff; Eph. i. 15; Phil. 
1.5; 1 Thess, i.3; 2 Thess. i.3; 2 Tim. i. 5; 
Philem. 5. 

3 In opposition to the view of Hofmann, that 
Paul names the reason why the news of the 
faith and love of the readers had become to 
him a cause of thanksgiving. 


4So correctly, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Calvin, Es- 
tius, Steiger, Bleek, and others. e 

5Comp. Job vi. 8; 2 Mace. vii. 14, and 
see on Rom. viii. 24 and Gal. v. 5; Zéck- 
ler, de vi ae notione voc, édmis, Giss. 1856, p. 
26 ff. 

®Itis erroneous to say that the Parousia no 
longer occurs in our Epistle. It is the sub- 
stratum of the éAmis amok. év 7. ovp. Comp. 
iii. 1 ff. (in opposition to Mayerhoff, and Holtz- 
mann, p, 203 f.), 
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warranted subjective fancy, but is objectively conveyed to them 

_through the word of truth previously announced. The xpé in 
mponkoicare* does not denote already formerly, whereby Paul premises 
se nihil allaturum novi (Calvin and many), but must be said with — 
reference to the future, to which the hope belongs; hence the sense im- 
ported by Ewald: wherewith the word of truth began among you (Mark i. 15), 
is the less admissible. The conception is rather, that the contents of the 
éAzic, the heavenly salvation, is the great future blessing, the infallible pre- 
announcement of which they have heard. As previously announced, it is also 
previously heard.—v7j¢ dAntisiac is the contents of the Aéyor (comp. on Eph. 
i. 13); and by rod eiay., the aAjfeca, thats, the absolute truth, is specifi- 
cally defined as that of-the gospel, that is, as that which is announced in the 
gospel. [XXIV /.] Both genitives are therefore to be left in their substan- 
tive form,’ so that the expression advances to greater definiteness. The 
circumstantiality has something solemn about it (comp. 2 Cor. ix. 4); but 
this is arbitrarily done away, if we regard tov evayy. as the genitive of 
apposition to 7@ 2éye@ 7% ay. (Calvin, Beza, and many others, including 
Flatt, Bahr, Steiger, Bohmer, Huther, Olshausen, de Wette, Hofmann); 
following Eph. i. 13, Paul would have written 76 ebayyediv. 

Ver. 6. In what he had just said, jv xponkotoate . . . evayyediov, Paul now 
desires to make his readers sensible of the great and blessed fellowship in 
which, through the gospel, they are placed, in order that they may by this 
very consciousness feel themselves aroused to faithfulness towards the 
gospel, in presence of the heretical influences ; éreid7 jdduota of roAAot éx 
Tow Kowwwvorc éxyew Torzove Tov doypatwv atnpilovrat, Chrysostom. Comp. 
Oecumenius: zpobuporépove avtobc mept tiv riot moet Ex TOU Eyew mdvTaG 
Kowwvorc.—eic iuac| not év ipiv, because the conception of the previous 
arrival predominates; 1 Macc. xi. 63. Often so with zapeivac in classical 
authors (Herod. i. 9, vi. 24, viii. 60; Polyb. xvili.1.1; comp. Acts xii. 20).° 
Observe, moreover, the emphasis of tov wapévroc: it is there! it has not 
remained away; and to the presence is then added the bearing frwit.—xa0o¢ 
kat év ravti tr. xéoum] A popular hyperbole. Comp. Rom. i. 8; Acts xvii. 
6, and see ver. 23. The expression is neither arbitrarily to be restricted, 
nor to be used against the genuineness of the Epistle (Hilgenfeld), nor 
yet to be rationalized by “as regards the idea” (Baumgarten-Crusius) and 
the like; although, certainly, the idea of the catholicity of Christianity is ex- 
pressed in the passage (comp. Rom. x. 18; Mark xiv. 9, xvi. 15; Matt. xxiv. 
14).—xai gore xaprod. x.7.2.] [XXIV g.] Instead of continuing: kai kapro- 
gopovuévov x.7.A., Paul carries onward the discourse with the finite verb, and 
thus causes this element to stand out more independently and forcibly : * 


1 Herod. viii.79 ; Plat. Legg. vii. p.797 A; Xen. 3See Bornemann and Kihner, ad Xen. 
Mem. ii. 4.7; Dem. 759. 26, 955. 1; Joseph. Anab. i. 2. 2; Bremi, ad Aeschin. p. 320; and 
Antt. viii. 12. 3. generally, Nagelsbach, z. Ilias, p. 158 f., ed. 3. 

2 Erasmus, Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, - 41f xaé is not genuine, as Bleek, Hofmann, 
and many others understand trys aA7né. as and others consider (see the critical remarks), 
adjectival: sermo verax; comp. on the con- the passage is to be translated: as 7t also in 


trary, on GAO. Tod evayy., Gal. ii. 5, 14. the whole world is fruit-bearing, by which Paul 
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“and it is fruit-bearing and growing,” 1 by which is indicated the 
fact, that the gospel, wherever it is present, is also in course of living 
dynamical development, and this state of development is expressed by éore 
with the participle. This general proposition based on experience: xa? 
fore xaprod. x. avéav., is then by xafog «. év tiv confirmed through the 
experience found also among the readers ; so that Paul’s view passes, in the 
first clause (rov rapévto¢ . . . xdou), from the special to the general aspect, 
and in the second, from the general to the special. - With caprogop. (not 
occuring elsewhere in the middle) is depicted the blissful working in the 
inward and outward life (comp. Gal. v. 22; Eph. v. 9); and with eifavéu. 
the continuous diffusion, whereby the gospel is obtaining more and more 
adherents and local extension.2 Huther and de Wette groundlessly refrain 
from deciding whether av. is intended to refer to the outward growth or to 
the inward (so Steiger), or to both. See Acts vi. 7, xii. 24, xix. 20. Comp. 
Luke xiii. 19; Matt. xiii. 82. The paArov orgpifecta, which Chrysostom 
finds included in av£., is not denoted, but presupposed by the latter. Comp. 
Theophylact. The figure is taken from a tree, in which the kaprogopia does 
not exclude the continuance of growth (not so in the case of cereals).—a¢’ 
no juép. 7.4.) since the first beginning of your conversion which so 
happily took place (through true knowledge of the grace of God), that 
development of the gospel proceeds among you; how could ye now with- 
draw from it by joining yourselves to false teachers?—rjv xapw tov Ocov] 
contents of the gospel, which they have heard; the object of jxoic. is the 
gospel, and r. ydpuv r. Ocod belongs to éréyvore; and by év adrfeia (2 Cor. 
vii. 14), equivalent to 4470é¢ (John xvii. 8), the qualitative character of this 
knowledge is affirmed: it was a true knowledge, corresponding to the 
nature of the yépic, without Judaistic and other errors. Comp. on John 
xvii. 19. Holtzmann hears in j#xoboate . . . adAnbds “the first tones of the 
foreign theme,” which is then in vy. 9,10 more fully entered upon. But — 
how conceivable and natural is it, that at the very outset the danger which 
threatens the right knowledge of the readers should be present to his 
mind! 

Ver. 7 f. [XXIV h.] Kabéc] not quandoquidem (Flatt, comp. Bihr), 
but the as of the manner in which. So, namely, as it had just been 
affirmed by é» dAnfeia that they had known the divine grace, had they 
learned it (comp. Phil. iv. 9) from Epaphras. Notwithstanding this appro- 
priate connection, Holtzmann finds in this third xa$éc a trace of the 
interpolator.—Nothing further is known from any other passage as to 
Epaphras the Colossian (iv. 12); according to Philem. 28, he was ovvary- 


would say that the gospel is present among 
the readers in the same fruit-bearing quality 
which it developes on all sides. But in that 
ease the following ca@as Kai év div would 
necessarily appear as very superfluous. No 
doubt we might, after the preceding mapévros, 
take the éori, with F. Nitzsch, as equivalent 
to mdpeort (see Stallb. ad Plat. Phaed. p.59 B); 
and to this comes also the punctuation in 


Tisch. 8, who puts a comma after éoriy. But 
how utterly superfluous would this éo7é then 
be! 

1See Maetzner, ad Lycurg. Leocr. p. 108; 
Heindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 222B; Winer, p. 
533 [E. T. 573]. 

2Comp. Theodoret: xapropopiav rod evayy. 
KékAnke Thy ematvoupevyny Toditelavy: avéyow Se 
TOY mLaTEVoVTwY TO TAROGOS. 
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#dawroc of the apostle. That the latter circumstance is not mentioned in 
our Epistle is not to be attributed to any special design (Estius: that Paul 
was unwilling to make his readers anxious). See, on the contrary, on iv. 
10. Against the identity of Epaphras with Epaphroditus, see on Phil. ii. 
25. The names even are not alike (contrary to the view of Grotius and 
Ewald, who look upon Epaphras as an abbreviation) ; "Exagpac and the 
corresponding feminine name ’Exa¢gpé are found on Greek inscriptions — 
ovvdotjov] namely, of Christ (comp. Phil. i. 1). The word, of common 
occurrence, is used elsewhere by Paul in iv. 7 only. —%é¢ éorw «.7.2.] This 
faithfulness towards the readers, and also, in the sequel, the praise of their 
love, which Epaphras expressed to the apostle, are intended to stir them 
up “ne a doctrina, quam ab eo didicerant, per novos magistros abduci se 
patiantur,” Estius. The emphasis is on svorés—irép ipov] for, as their 
_teacher, he is the servant of Christ for them, for their benefit. The inter- 
pretation, instead of you (“in prison he serves me in the gospel,” Michae- 
lis, BOhmer), would only be possible in the event of the service being 
designated as rendered to the apostle (didxovéc pov év Xpiord, or something 
similar). Comp. Philem. 13. Even with Lachmann’s reading, tr. juév 
(Steiger, Olshausen, Ewald), it would not be necessary to take imép as 
instead ; it might equally well be taken as for in the sense of interest, as 
opposite of the anti-Pauline working (comp. Luke ix. 50). The present 
éori (Paul does not put 7) has its just warrant in the fact, that the merit, 
which the founder of the church has acquired by its true instruction, is 
living and continuous, reaching in its efficacy down to the present time. 
This is an ethical relation, which is quite independent of the circumstance 
that Epaphras was himself a Colossian (in opposition to Hofmann), but 
also makes it unnecessary to find in éor an indirect continuance of Epa- 
phras’ work for the Colossians (in opposition to Bleek).—#é Kai dyAdoa¢ 
«.t.2.] who also (in accordance with the interest of this faithful service) 
has made us to know; comp.1Cor.i.11. The ayéry is here understood 
either of the love of the Colossians to Paul (and Timothy), as, following 
Chrysostom, most, including Huther, Bleek, and Hofmann,! explain it, 
or of the brotherly love already commended in ver. 4 (de Wette, Olshausen, 
Ellicott, and others). But both these modes of taking it are at variance 
with the emphatic position of ivév (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 12; 2 Cor. i. 6, vii. 7, 
viii. 13, et al.), which betokens the love of the readers to Hpaphras as 
meant. [XXIV i.] There had just been expressed, to wit, by imp 
tuov, the faithful, loving position of this servant of Christ towards the Col- 
ossians, and correlative to this is now the love which he met with from 
them, consequently the counter-love shown to him, of which he has in- 
formed the apostle. A delicate addition out of courtesy to the readers.— 
év rvebuarc] attaches itself closely to aydrnv, so as to form one idea, de- 
noting the love as truly holy—not conditioned by anything outward, but 
divinely upheld—which is in the Holy Spirit as the element which 


1 Who, at the same time, makes the év vev- _— place in a manner personally unknown—which 
part suggest the reference, thatthe aydrytook must have been conveyed in the context. 
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prompts and animates it; for it is the fruit of the Spirit (Gal. v. 22; 
Rom. xv. 30), ob capxucp, dara mvevpatixy (Oecumenius). Comp. xepa év 
mv., Rom. xiv. 17. 


REMARK.—Since 4¢’ jo juépac qKoboare K.7.2., ver. 6, refers the readers back 
to the first commencement of their Christianity, and kala¢ éudbere axd ’Exagpa 
k.t.A., ver. 7, cannot, except by pure arbitrariness, be separated from it as regards 
time and regarded as something later, it results from our passage that Epaphras 
is to be considered as the first preacher of the gospel at Colossae, and consequently 
as founder of thechurch. This exegetical result remains even if the Recepta nabog 
kai is retained. This «ai would not, as Wiggers thinks (in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1838, p. 185), place the preaching of Epaphras in contradistinction to an earlier 
one, and make it, appear as a continuation of the latter (in this case kafo¢ Kai 
ard ’Eragp, éudbete or Kabdc éuabere xai and ’Exagp. would have been em- 
ployed) ; but it is to be taken as also, not otherwise, placing the éué8ere on a parity 
with the éréyvore. This applies also in opposition to Vaihinger, in Herzog’s 
Eneykil. iv. p. 79 f. 


Ver. 9 [On vy. 9-14, see Note XXV. pages 266, 267.] Intercession, down 
to ver. 1Z.—dia roito] [XXV a.] on account of all that has been said 
from dxotcavrec in ver. 4 onward: induced thereby, we also cease not, etc. 
This reference is required by 4¢’ 7 juépac jeotcauev, Which cannot corre- 
spond to the dyAdéca¢ juiv, belonging as that does merely to an accessory 
thought, but must take up again (in opposition to Bleek and Hofmann) 
the daxotoavreg which was said in ver. 4. This resumption is emphatic, not 
tautological (Holtzmann).—xai jueic] are to be taken together, and it is not 
allowable to join «ai either with d:ad rovro (de Wette), or even with 
mpocevy. (Baumgarten-Crusius). The words are to be rendered: We also 
(I and Timothy), like others, who make the same intercession for you, 
and among whom there is mentioned by name the founder of the church, 
who stood in closest relation to them.—rpocevy.] ‘ Precum mentionem 
generatim fecit, ver. 3; nunc exprimit, quid precetur” (Bengel).—xa? 
airotpevor] adds the special (asking) to the general (praying).\—iva wAnpw0.] 
Contents of the asking in the form of its purpose. Comp. on Phil. i. 9. 
The emphasis lies not on rAnpwé. (F. Nitzsch, Hofmann), but on the ob- 
ject (comp. Rom. xv. 14, i. 29, al.), which gives to the further elucidation 
in vy. 9, 10 its specific definition of contents—rjv ériyy. rod ber. abrov | 
[XXYV b.] with the knowledge of His will, accusative, as in Phil. i. 11; 
airov applies to God as the subject, to whom prayer and supplication are 
addressed. The context in ver. 10 shows that by the @é4nua is meant, not the 
counsel of redemption (Eph. i. 9; Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
and many others, including Huther and Dalmer), but, doubtless (Matt. vi. 
10), that which God wills in a moral respect (so Theodoret, who makes out 
a contrast with the voyKxaig maparnpiceow).2 The distinction between 


1Comp. 1 Mace. iii. 44; Matt. xxi. 22; Mark to be taken with x. airovm., comp. Lys. c. Alc. 
xi. 24; Eph. vi. 18; Phil. iv. 6. As to the p. 141. pats 
popular form of hyperbole, ov mavéu., comp. Comp. Rom. ii. 18, xii. 2; Eph. v. 17, vi. 6; 
,on Eph.i.16. On dimép tyov,sofarasitisalso Col. iy. 12. 
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yraoe and éxiyvwo, which both hére and also in ver. 10, ii. 2, iii. 10, is 
the knowledge which grasps and penetrates into the object, is! toa 
denied by Olshausen. See on Eph. i. 17.—év waoy «.7.4.] instrumental 
definition of manner, how, namely, thia TAnpwljvar tiv émiyv. rt. Ged. adrod 
(a knowledge which is to be the product not of mere human mental 
activity, but of objectively divine endowment by the Holy Spirit) must 
be brought about: by every kind of spiritual wisdom and insight, by the 
communication of these from God; comp. on Eph. i. 8. - A combination 
with the following zeperarjoac (comp. iv. 5: é codia mepir.), Such as Hof- 
mann suggests, is inappropriate, because the two parts of the whole 
intercession stand to one another in the relation of the divine ethical 
foundation (ver. 9), and of the corresponding practical conduct of life 
(ver. 10 f.); hence the latter portion is most naturally and emphatically 
headed by the expression of this Christian practice, the meputarjoa, to 
which are then subjoined its modal definitions in detail. Accordingly, 
mepirarica: is not, with Hofmann, to be made dependent on roi Ocean. 
avrow and taken as its contents, but t. OeA. 7. 8. is to be left as an absolute 
idea, as in iv. 12. On cvewyaricéc, proceeding from the Holy Spirit, comp. 
Rom. i. 11; 1 Cor. ii. 18, xii. 1; Eph. i. 3, v.19, et al. The civeore is the 
insight, in a theoretical and (comp. on Mark xii. 33) practical respect, 
depending upon judgment and inference, Eph. ii. 4; 2 Tim. ii.7. For 
the opposite of the pneumatic civecic, see 1 Cor.1.19. It is related to the 
cogia as the special to the general, since it is peculiarly the expression of 
the intelligence in the domain of truth,? while the oogia concerns the col- 
lective faculties of the mind, the activities of knowledge, willing, and feel- 
ing, the tendency and working of which are harmoniously subservient to 
the recognized highest aim, if the wisdom is rvevuarixf; its opposite is the 
cogia capxixy (2 Cor. i. 12; Jas, iii. 15), being of man, and not of God, in 
its aim and efforts. According as ¢pévyjow is conceived subjectively or 
objectivized, the civeou may be considered either as synonymous with it 
(Eph. i. 8; Dan. ii. 21; Plat. Crat. p. 411 A), or as an attribute of it 
(Ecclus. i. 4: civecte dpovicewc). 

Ver. 10. The practical aim*® which that rAnpo6jva «.7.A, is to accom- 
plish; de? rH miores ovlebyvvor tiv modretav, Chrysostom. The Vulgate 
renders correctly : wt ambuletis (in opposition to Hofmann, see on ver. 9). 
—itiw¢g tov xvpiov] so that your behavior may stand in morally appropri- 
ate relation to your belonging to Christ. Comp. Rom. xvi. 2; Eph. iv. 1; 
Phil. i. 27; 1 Thess. ii. 12; 3 John 6. The genitive (and in the N. T. such 


1 Hence 7 avwdev codia, Jas. iii. 15,17. The 8 Not to be attached as object of the request 


predicate, although in the case of divine en- 
dowment with codia and ctveots obvious of 
itself (as Hofmann objects), was yet all the 
more apposite for expressly bringing the 
point into prominence, the greater the danger 
which threatened Colossae from non-divine, 
fieshly wisdom; comp. ii. 23. 

2Comp. Dem. 269. 24: ovveats, 3} TA KaAG Kat 
aloxpa SiayiwwioKeTat. 


immediately to mpocevxdpevor, and all that 
intervenes to be assigned to the interpolator 
(Holtzmann, p. 85). Yet, according to Holtz- 
mann, p. 123, év mavti Epyw down to rod @eod 
is alleged to be simply an interpolated du- 
plicate of ver. 6; in which case, however, 
it would not be easy to see why capropopovpme- 
voc was not written, after the precedent of 
yer. 6, but on the contrary caprodpopovrtes. 
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is always used with dgiwc) does not even “ perhaps ” (Hofmann) belong to 
the following ig 7. dpecx., especially as apeoxeia, in the Greek writers and 
in Philo (see Loesner, p. 361), stands partly with, partly without, a geni- 
tival definition, and the latter is here quite obvious of itself. Such a 
combination would be an unnecessary artificial device. Comp. Plat. 
Conv. p. 180 D: aglwe Tov Oeodv.—ei¢ racav apeckeiav] on behalf of every kind 
of pleasing, that is, in order to please Him in every way. The word 
only occurs here in the N. T., but the apostle is not on that account to be 
deprived of it (Holtzmann); it is found frequently in Polybius, Philo, 
et al.; also Theophr. Char. 5; LXX. Prov. xxix. 30 (xxx. 30); Symma- 
chus, Ps. lxxx. 121 Among the Greeks, dpecxeia (to be accentuated thus, 
see Winer, p. 50[E. T. 51]; Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 11 [E. T. 12]) bears, 
for the most part, the sense of seeking to please. Comp. Prov. xxix. 30: 
pevdei¢ apeckelau.—év ravti épyw K.7.2.] There now follow three expositions, 
in order to define more precisely the nature and mode of the zepitarjoas 
afiw¢e «.7.A. We must, in considering these, notice the homogeneous plan 
of the three clauses, each of which commences with a prepositional rela- 
tion of the participial idea, viz. (1) éy marti épyp x.t.A., (2) & aon 
Suvaper, (8) wera yapac, and ends with a relation expressed by sic, viz. (1) 
elg T. émiyv T. Ocov, (2) et¢ mac. brow. K. paxpoOuu., (3) etc tiv pespida K.7.A. 
The construction would be still more symmetrical if, in the third clause, 
év maon yvapd (Rom. xv. 82) had been written instead of wera yapac—which 
was easily prevented by the versatility of the apostle’s form of concep- 
tion.—év ravri py ayalo xaprog. is to be taken together [XXYV c.] (and 
then again, abfavdu. cig tiv ériyv. tr. Oeov), tnasmuch as ye by every good 
work (by your accomplishing every morally good action) bear fruit, as 
good trees, comp. Matt. vii. 17. But not as if the xaprodopey and the 
avfdveotac Were separate things; they take place, as in ver. 6, jointly and at 
the same time, although, after the manner of parallelism, a special more 
precise definition is annexed to each. . Moreover, év wavri épy. ay. is not 
to be connected with ei¢ racay apeox. (Oecumenius, Theophylact, Eras- 
mus, and others, also Steiger); otherwise we mistake and destroy the 
symmetrical structure of the passage.—xal abfavéu. sig Tt. éxiyv. tr. 0.) 
and, inasmuch as with this moral frutt-bearing at the same time ye in- 
crease in respect to the knowledge of God, that is, succeed in knowing Him 
more and more fully. The living, effective knowledge of God, which is 
meant by ériyv. r. Oecd (ver. 6, iii. 10, ii. 2), sustains an ethically necessary 
action and reaction with practical morality. Just as the latter is pro- 
moted by the former, so also knowledge grows through moral practice in 
virtue of the power of inward experience of the divine life (the Cw) rov 
8¢00, Eph. iv. 18), by which God reveals Himself more and more to the 
inner man. The fact that here rod Ocod generally is said, and not row 
Oednjuatog Ocoi repeated, is in keeping with the progressive development 
set forth; there is something of a climax in it. On ele, used of the telic 
reference, and consequently of the regulative direction of the growth, 


10n racav ap. comp. Polybius, xxxi, 26.5: wav yévos apeckeias Tpoopepomevos. 


CHAP, I. 11. 217 


comp. on Eph. iy. 15; 2 Pet.i. 8. The reading r@ émiyvécee r. ©. would 
have to be taken as instrumental, with Olshausen, Steiger, Huther, de 
Wette, Bleek, who follow it, but would yield after ver. 9 something quite 
self-evident. We may add that aisdv., with the dative of spiritual in- 
crease by something, is frequent in Plato and classic writers.—<As to the 
nominatives of the participles, which are not to be taken with rAypo. 
(Beza, Bengel, Reiche, und others), but relate to the logical subject of 
mepirat. agiwe, comp. on Eph. iv. 2; 2 Cor. i. 7. 

Ver. 11 is co-ordinate with the foregoing év ravri ipyw . . . Ceod.—év 
macy duv, dvvau.] [XXV d.] & is instrumental, as in ver. 9 (Eph. vi. 10; 
2 Tim. ii. 1); hence not designating that, in the acquiring of which the in- 
vigoration is supposed to consist (Hofmann), but: by means of every (moral) 
power (by its bestowal on God’s part) becoming empowered.'—xata 1d xpdto¢ 
tH¢ 86S. avt.] according to the might of His majesty ; with this divine might 
(see as to xpdroc on Eph. i. 19), through the powerful influence of which 
that strengthening is to be imparted to them, it is also to be correspondent 
—and thereby its eminent strength and efficacy are characterized («ard in 
Ephai. 19 has another sense). Comp. 2 Thess. ii. 9; Phil. iii. 21. And 73 
kpatog 7. 66£. ait. is not His glorious power (Luther, Castalio, Beza, and 
others ; also Flatt and Bahr), against which airov should have been a 
sufficient warning; but 7d xpdroc is the appropriate attribute of the divine 
majesty (of the glorious nature of God). Comp. Eph. iii. 16; Ecclus. 
xviii. 5. The xparoc therefore is not the glory of God (Bohmer), but the 
latter has the former,—and the défa is not to be referred to a single 
aspect of the divine greatness (Grotius: power; Huther: love), but to its 
glorious whole. Comp. on Rom. vi. 4.—eic racav trop. «. paxpol.| in respect 
to every endurance (in affliction, persecution, temptation, and the like, 
comp. Rom. v. 3; 2 Cor. i. 6, vi. 4; Jas. i.3 f.; Luke viii. 15; Rom. ii. 7, 
et al.) and long-suffering (towards the offenders and persecutors), that is, so 
as to be able to exercise these virtues in every way by means of that 
divine strengthening. The distinction of Chrysostom: paxpofuuet tic mpoc 
éxeivove ob¢ dvvarov Kal dpbvacbar’ imopéver 2, ob¢ ov dhvarar apbvacbar, is 
arbitrary. See, on the contrary, for instance, Heb. xii. 2, 3. Others 
understand it variously; but it is to be observed, that iroyuovg expresses 
the more general idea of endurance, and that paxpofvpia, the opposite of 
which is é£v0uyia? and d&vbiunow* always refers in the N. T. to the rela- 
tion of patient tolerance towards offenders. Comp. iii. 12; Gal. vy. 22; 
Rom. ii. 4; Eph. iv. 2; also Heb. vi. 12; Jas. v. 10.—wera yapac] [XXV e¢.] 
is joined with raoav izop. x. yaxpob. by Theodoret, Luther, Beza, Castalio, 
Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, Bengel, Heinrichs, and many others, including 
Olshausen, Bihr, Steiger, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Dalmer, so that 
the true, joyful patience (comp. ver. 24) is denoted. But the symmetry 
of the passage (see on ver. 10), in which the two previous participles are 


1 duvaudw (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p.605) doesnot = Ixvii. 31; in Aquila; Job xxxvi. 9; Ps. Ixiv. 
oceur in Greek authors, and is only found 4. Panl elsewhere uses évdvvapovy. 
here and at Heb. xi. 34, Lachm. in the N. T.; in 2 Bur. Andr. 729; Jas. i. 19. 
the LXX. at Eccles. x. 10; Dan. ix. 27; Ps. 8 Artem. iv. 69. 
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also preceded by a prepositional definition, points so naturally to the con- 
nection with what follows! that it cannot be abandoned without arbitrari- 
ness. Even in that case, indeed, the thought of joyful patience, which is 
certainly apostolic (Rom. v. 8; 1 Pet. i.6; Rom. xii. 12; comp. Matt. v. 
12), is not lost, when the intercession rises from patience to joyful thanks- 
giving. Observe also the deliberate juxtaposition of era yapac evyapzor. 
Ver. 12. While ye give thanks with joyfulness, etc.,—a third accompanying 
definition of meputarqoas agiwc «.7.A, (ver. 10), co-ordinate with the two 
definitions preceding, and not to be connected with od ravéueba x.7.A. 
(Chrysostom, Theophylact, Calvin: “iterum redit ad gratulationem,” 
Calovius, Bohmer, Baumgarten-Crusius).—r6 zarpi] of Jesus Christ; comp. 
ver. 13, and row Kupiov in ver. 10, not: “the Father absolutely” (Hofmann). 
It is always in Paul’s writings to be gathered from the context, whose 
Father God is to be understood as being (even at Eph. i. 17); never does 
he name God absolutely (in abstracto) 6 rarjp. Comp. ver. 3, which, how- 
ever, is held by Holtzmann to be the original, suggesting a repetition by 
the editor at our passage, in-spite of the fact that the two passages have 
different subjects. Just as little does ei¢ rx wepida «.7.2. betray itself as an 
interpolation from Eph. i. 18 and i. 11 (Holtzmann), seeing that, on the 
one hand, the expression at our passage is‘so wholly peculiar, and, on the 
other hand, the idea of «Anpovouia is so general in the N. T. Comp. espe- 
cially Acts xxvi. 18.2—r@ ixavécavri x.7.A.] Therein lies the ground of the 
thanksgiving, quippe qui, etc. God has made us fit (juaco applies to the 
letter-writers and readers, so far as they are Christians) for a share in the 
Messianic salvation through the light, inasmuch as, instead of the darkness 
which previously prevailed over us, He has by means of the gospel 
brought to us the aA#@eca, of which light is the distinctive element and the 
quickening and saying principle (Eph. v. 9) of the Christian constitution 
both in an intellectual and ethical point of view (Acts xxvi. 18); hence 
Christians are children of the light (Eph. v. 8; 1 Thess. v. 5; Luke xvi. 8). 
Comp. Rom, xiii. 12; 2 Cor, vi. 14; 1 Pet. ii. 9. In Christ the light had 
attained to personal manifestation (John i. 4 ff, iii. 9, vill. 12; Matt. iv. 
16, et al.), as the personal revelation of the divine nature itself (1 John i. 
5), and the gospel was the means of its communication (Eph. iii. 9; Heb. 
vi. 4, 2 Cor. 1v. 4, Acts xxvi. 23, et al.) to men, who without this enlight- 
enment were unfit for the Messianic salvation (Eph. ii. 1 ff, iv. 18, v. 11, 
vi. 12, 1 Thess. v. 4, et al.). The instrumental definition év 76 owri is 
placed at the end, in order that it may stand out with special emphasis ; 
hence, also, the relative sentence which follows refers to this very element. 
An objection has been wrongly urged against our view (which is already 
adopted by Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact; comp. Estius and 


1Syr., Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophy- 
lact, Erasmus, Estius, and others, including 
Lachmann, Tischendorf, Béhmer, Huther, 
Ewald, Ellicott, Bleek, Hofmann. 

2The mode in which Acts xxvi. 18 comes 
into contact as regards thought and expres- 


sion with Col. i. 12-14, may be sufficiently ex- 
plained by the circumstance that in Acts xxvi. 
also Paul is the speaker. Holtzmann justly 
advises caution with reference to the apparent 
echoes of the Book of Acts in: general, as 
Luke originally bears the Pautine stamp. 
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others, including Flatt and Steiger), that Paul must have used Treva 
instead of ga¢ (see Olshausen).. The ixavody év 6 guri is, indeed, nothing 
else than the xaAeiv sig 1d gag (1 Pet. ii. 9) conceived in respect of its moral 
efficacy, and the result thereof on the part of man is the elva: ga év kupiq 
(Eph. v. 8), or the eivar vidv rod gurdc (1 Thess. v. 5; John xii. 86), dg 
gwarnpec év xdouw (Phil. ii. 15). But the light is a power; for it is rd @¢ rH 
Sep (John viii. 12), has its armor (Rom. xiii. 12), produces its fruit (Eph. 
v. 9), effects the Christian é2éyyew (Eph. v. 18), endurance in the conflict of 
aiiliction (Heb. x. 32), ete. "Ev r@ geri [XXV//] is usually connected 
With tov x/jpov tov dyiwy, So that this «Ajpo¢ is described as evisting or to be 
Jound in light, as the kingdom of light ; in which case we may think either 
of its glory (Beza and others, Bohmer, Huther), or of its purity and perfec- 
tion (Olshausen, de Wette, and Dalmer) as referred to.’ But although the 
connecting article rod might be wanting, and the kAjpoc r. ay. év TO duwrt 
might thus form a single conception, it may be urged as an objection that 
the heritage meant cannot be the temporal position of Christians, but only 
the future blessedness of the Messianic glorious kingdom; comp. ver. 18, 
Hence not év 7@ guri, but possibly év rq déEy, év TH CwH, bv 
Toi¢ oipavoic, or the like, would be a fitting definition of xAjpoc, which, ‘ 
however, already has in rv dyivy its definite description (comp. Eph. i. 18; 
Acts xx. 32, xxvi.18). Just as little—for the same reason, and because r. 
pepida already carries with it its own definition (share in the «ijpoc)—is év 
TO gwri to be made dependent on rH pepida, whether év be taken locally 
(Bengel: “Lux est regnum Dei, habentque fideles ix hoe regno partem 
beatam’’) or as in Acts viii. 21 (Ewald), in which case Hofmann finds the 
sphere expressed (comp. also Bleek), where the saints have got their peculiar pos- 
session assigned to them, so that the being in light stands related to the future 
glory as that which is still in various respects conditioned stands to plenitude 
—as if x2#poc (comp. on Acts xxvi. 18) had not already the definite and full 
eschatological sense of the possession of eternal glory. This KAjpoc, of 
which the Christians are possessors (rv dyiwv), ideally before the Parousia, 
and thereafter really, is the theocratic designation (75n)) of the property 
of the Messianic kingdom (see on Gal. iii. 18; Eph. i. 11), and the pepic (p7N) 
tov kAfpov is the share of individuals’ in the same. Comp. Ecclus. xliv. 23. 

Ver. 13. A more precise elucidation of the divine benefit previously 
expressed by 76 ikavécavte . . . gwri. This verse forms the transition, by 
which Paul is led on to the instructions as to Christ, which he has it in 
view to give down to ver. 20.2—ix rij¢ é£oue. tov oKor.| [XXV g.] to cxor, is not 


THY Baot2., Tov viov. 


1Comp. also Bleek. Hofmann incorrectly 
says that rod kAjpou serves only to designate 
the pepis as destined for special possession. In 
that case, at least, the qualitative genitive of 
the abstract must have been put (rs KAnpovo- 
pias, as in Ps. xvi. 5). But the concrete rod 
KAjpov 7. ay. is, as the literal sense of pepis, 
portio, most naturally suggests, the genitivus 
partitivus (G. totius), so that the individual is 


conceived as pepirys of the KAjpos of the saints, 
in which he for his part cvppmeréxer. 

2 This Christologieal outburst runs on in the 
form of purely positive statement, although 
having already in view doctrinal dangers of 
the kind in Colossae. According to Holtz- 
mann, the Christology belongs to the compiler ; 
the whole passage, vv. 14-20, is forced and with- 
out motive, and it is only in ver 21 that we find 
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genitive of apposition (Hofmann), but, corresponding to the ei¢ rv Baoi?eiav 
that follows, genitive of the subject: out of the power, which darkness has. 
The latter, as the influential power of non-Christian humanity (of the 
xéopuoc, Which is ruled by the devil, Eph. ii. 2), is personified ; its essence is 
the negation of the intellectual and ethical divine 42#@ea, and the affirm- 
ation of the opposite The act of the éppicaro has taken place by 
means of the conversion to Christ, which is the work of God, Rom. viii. 
29 f.; Eph. ii.4 ff It is to be observed, that the expression ék 7. éfove. r. 
oxérove is chosen as the correlative of év 7 owri in ver. 12.—«ai weréorycer] 
The matter is to be conceived locally ( ei¢ érepov rérov, Plat. Legg. vi. p. 762 
B), so that the deliverance from the power of darkness appears to be 
united. with the removing away into the kingdom, etc.*—ei¢ rv Bao K.7.2., 
that is, into the kingdom of the Messiah, (XXV h.] Eph. v.5; 2 Pet. i. 11; 
for this and nothing else is meant by 7 BaovAela Xprotod (Tov Ocod, THv ovpavdr) 
in all passages of the N. TS The aorist peréor. is to be explained by the 
matter being conceived proleptically (rH yap éAridi écGfnuev, Rom. viii. 24), 
as something already consummated (comp. on édé&ace, Rom. viii. 30). Thus 
the kingdom which is nigh is, by means of their fellowship of life with 
their Lord (Eph. ii. 6), as certain to the redeemed asif they were already 
translated into it. The explanation which refers it to the Christian church 
(so still Heinrichs, Bihr, Huther, and most expositors) as contrasted with 
the xéoyoc, is just as unhistorical as that which makes it the invisible 
inward, ethical kingdom (see especially Olshausen, following an erroneous 
view of Luke xvii. 21), to which also Bleek and Hofmann ultimately 
come. Certainly all who name Christ their Lord are under this king 
(Hofmann); but this is not yet his BacAeia; that belongs to the future aidv, 
Eph. v. 5; 1 Cor. vi. 9 f., xv. 24, 50; Gal. v. 21, e¢ al. ; John xviii. 36.—riec 
aydrn¢ abtov] in essential meaning, indeed, nothing else than roi viod abrod 
tov ayanytov (Matt. ili. 17, xvii. 5, et al.), or tov vioi rod adyaryrod abrod 
(Matt. xii. 18; Mark xii. 6), but more prominently singling out the attribute 
(Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 141 [E. T 162]): of the Son of His love, that is, of 
the Son who is the object of His love, genitive of the subject. Comp. Gen. 
xxxv. 18: vldg ddbvy¢ pov. Entirely parallel is Eph. i. 6 f.; é 76 #yarnuéve, 
év @ éyouev «.7.A. Augustine, de Trin. xv. 19, understood it as genitive of 
origin, making ayary avrov denote the divine substantia. So again Olshau- 
sen, in whose view the expression is meant to correspond to the Johan- 
nine povoyerfc, This is entirely without analogy in the N. T. mode of con- 
ception, according to which not the procreation (ver. 15), but the sending 
of the Son is referred to the divine love as its act; and the love is not the 


the direct sequel to ver. 13. The latter state- 
ment is incorrect. And why should this ex- 
cursus, as a grand basis for all the exhorta- 
tions and warnings that follow, be held with- 
out due motive? Holtzmann forms too harsh 
a judgment as to the whole passage i. 9-23, 
when he declares it incompatible with any 
strict exegetical treatment, 

1Comp. Luke xxii. 53; Matt. iv. 16; Acts 


xxvi. 18; Rom. xiii. 12; Eph. v. 8, vi. 12, et al. 
2Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 518 A: €« te dwrds eis 
oKOTOS peOoTanevwn Kal Ex FKOTOUS Eis as. 
$Comp. iv. 11; and see on Rom. xiv. 17; 1 
Cor. iv. 20; Matt. iii, 2, vi. 10. 
4Theodore of Mopsuestia finds in the ex- 
pression the contrast that Christ was the Son 
of God ov dice, ddr’ ayary Tis viodecias. 
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essence of God (in the metaphysical sense), but His essential disposition 
(the essence in the ethical sense), even in 1 John iy. 8,16. Consequently 
it might be explained: “ of the Son, whom His love has sent,” if this were 
suggested by the context; so far, however, from this being the case, the 
language refers to the exalted Christ who rules (SacvAeiav), The expression 
itself, 6 vide rH¢ dyad, abrod, is found in the N.T. only here, but could not 
be chosen more suitably or with deeper feeling to characterize the opposite 
of the God-hated element of cxéroc, which in its nature is directly opposed 
to the divine love. The view, that it is meant to be intimated that the 
sharing in the kingdom brings with it the viofecia (Huther, de Wette), 
imports what is not expressed, and anticipates the sequel. Holtzmann 
without ground, and unfairly, asserts that in comparison with Eph. i. 6, 
our passage presents ‘“‘stereotyped modes of connection and turns of an 
ecclesiastical orator,” under which he includes the Hebraizing 6 vide ric 
ayarne abr. as being thoroughly un-Pauline—as if the linguistic resources 
of the apostle could not even extend to an expression which is not 
indeed elsewhere used by him, but is in the highest degree appropriate to 
a specially vivid sense of the divine act of love; something sentimental 
in the best sense. 

Ver. 14. Not a preliminary condition of the viofecia (de Wette), nor the 
benefit of which Christians become partakers in the kingdom of the 
Son of God (Huther; against which it may be urged that the BaosAeia does 
not denote the kingdom of the church); nor yet a mark of the deliverance 
from darkness haying taken place,\—since this deliverance necessarily 
coincides with the translation into the kingdom; but it is the abiding 
(Exouev, habemus, not accepimus) relation, in which that transference into the 
kingdom of God has its causal basis. The ransoming (from the punishment 
of sin, see the explanatory tj dgecw rav dyapt.) we have in Christ, inas- 
much as He, by the shedding of His blood as the purchase-price (see on 
1 Cor. vi. 20; Gal. iii. 18, iv. 5), has given Himself as a Abrpov (Matt. xx. 
28; Mark x. 45; 1 Tim. ii. 6); and this redemption, effected by His 
iAacrhpiov (Rom. iii. 21 ff.), remains continually in subsistence and efficacy. 
Hence: év ¢, which specifies wherein the subjective éyouev is objectively 
based, as its causa meritoria (Rom. iii. 24). Comp., moreover, on Eph. i.7, 
whence 6:4 tov aipatoc aivtov has found its way hither as a correct gloss. 
But the deleting of this addition by no means implies that we should 
make rév duapriay also belong to tiv aro2ttpwow (Hofmann), as in Heb. ix. 
15, especially as Paul elsewhere only uses droAbrpwor either absolutely 
(Rom. iii. 24; 1 Cor. i. 30; Eph. i. 7, iv. 80) or with the genitive of the 
subject (Rom. viii. 23; Eph.i.14). The expression dgeow r. duapr. is not 
used by him elsewhere in the epistles (comp., however, Rom. iv. 7), but at 
Acts xiii. 38, xxvi. 28. Holtzmann too hastily infers that the writer had 
read the Synoptics. 

Ver. 15.2 [On vv. 15 ff., see Note XX VI. pages 267, 268.] After having stated, 


1Ritschl in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 2 As to vv. 15-20, see Schleiermacher in the 
1863, p. 513 Stud. u. Krit. 1832, p. 497 ff. (Werke z. Theol. II. 
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in ver. 14, what we have in Christ (whose state of exaltation he has in view, 
see ver. 13, r7v Baoideiav), Patl now, continuing his discourse by an epex- 
egetical relative clause, depicts what Christ és, namely, as regards His 
divine dignity—having in view the influences of the false teachers, who 
with Gnostic tendencies depreciated this dignity. The plan of the dis- 
course is not tripartite (originator of the physical creation, ver. 15 f.; main- 
tainer of everything created, ver. 17; relation to the new moral creation, 
ver. 18 ff.,—so Bihr, while others divide differently)’, but bipartite, (X XVI 
a.] in such a way that vy. 15-17 set forth the exalted metaphysical rela- 
tion of Christ to God and the world, and then ver. 18 ff., His historical 
relation of dignity to the church.” This division, which in itself is iogically 
correct (whereas ver. 17 is not suited, either as regards contents or form, 
to be a separate, co-ordinate part), is also externally indicated by the two 
confirmatory clauses érz év air@ «.7.2. in ver. 16 and ver. 19, by which the 
two preceding*® affirmations in ver, 15 and ver. 18 are shown to be the proper 
‘parts of the discourse. [XXVI06.] Others‘ have looked upon the twice- 
expressed ¢ éorzy in ver. 15 and ver. 18 as marking the beginning of the 
two parts. But this would not be justifiable as respects the second é¢ éorww; 
for the main idea, which governs the whole effusion, vy. 15-20, is the glory 
of the dominion of the Son of God, in the description of which Paul evidently 
begins the second part with the words xa? aizéc, ver. 18, passing over from 
the general to the special, namely, fo His government over the church to 
which He has attained by His resurrection. [XXVI ¢] On the details, 
see below. [On vv.15-17,see Note XXVII. pages. 269-271.]—ic éorw x.7.A.] 
It is to be observed that Paul has in view Christ as regards His present 
existence, consequently as regards the presence and continuance of His 
state of exaltation (comp. on vv. 18, 14); hence he affirms, not what Christ 
was, but what, He ts. On this éoriv, comp. vv. 17,18, and 2 Cor. iv. 4. 
Therefore not only the reference to Christ's temporal manifestation (Calvin, 
Grotius, Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others), but also the limit- 
ation to Christ’s divine nature or the Logos (Calovius, Estius, Wolf, and 
many others, including Bahr, Steiger, Olshausen, Huther) is incorrect. 
The only correct reference is to His whole person, [XXVII a.], which, in 


p. 321 ff.), and, in opposition to his ethical 
interpretation (of Christ as the moral Re- 
former of the world), Holzhausen in the Tiib, 
Zeitschr. 1832, 4, p. 236 ff; Osiander, ibid. 
1833, 1, 2; Bihr, appendix to Komment. p. 
321 ff.; Bleek on Heb, i. 2. See generally 
also Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 153 ff., IT. 1, 
p. 357 ff; Beyschlag in the Stud. u. ‘rit. 
1860, p. 446 f. 

1¢,g. Calovius: “ Redemptoris deseriptio a 
Deitate: ab opere creationis,” and “ quod caput 
ecclesiae sit.” Comp. Schmid, Bibl. Theol. IT. 


ence to the incarnation, and in vv. 18-20, with 
reference to the same. 

*In conformity with the confirmatory func- 
tion of the om, according to which not the 
clause introduced by or, but the clause which 
it is to confirm, contains the leading thought, 
to which ére «.7.A. is logically subordinated. 
Hence the two parts are not to he begun with 
the two clauses dre évy aité themselves (so 
Rich. Schmidt, Paulin. Christol. p. 182), in 
which case, moreover, ver. 15 is supposed to 
be quite aloof from this connection—a suppo- 


p- 299 f. 

2 Olshausen brings the two divisions under 
the exegetically erroneous point of view that, 
in vy. 15-17, Christ is described without refer- 


sition at variance with its even verbally evi- 
dent association with ver. 16. 

4See especially Bengel, Schleiermacher, 
Hofmann, comp. also Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 77. 
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the divine-human state of its present heavenly existence, és continually 
that which its divine nature—this nature considered in and by itself—was 
before the incarnation; so that, in virtue of the identity of His divine 
nature, the same predicates belong to the exalted-Christ as to the Logos. 
See Phil. ii. 6; John xvii. 5—eixdav rod cov rod doparov] image of God the 
invisible. [XXVII}.] Comp. on 2 Cor. iv. 4. As, namely, Christ in His 
pre-existence’ down to His incarnation already possessed the essential 
divine glory, so that He was as to nature isa e@, and as to form of appear- 
ance év “op Ocov izdpyov (see on Phil. ii. 6); so, after He had by means 
of the incarnation divested Himself, not indeed of His God-equal nature, 
but of His divine défa, and had humbled Himself, and had in obedience 
towards God died even the death of the cross, He has been exalted again 
by God to His original glory (Phil. ii. 9; John xvii. 5), so that the divine 
défa now exists (comp. on ii. 9) in His glorified corporeal manifestation 
(Phil. iii. 21); and He—the exalted Christ—in this His glory, which is 
that of His Father, represents and brings to view by exact image God, 
who is in Himself invisible. He is aratyacna rie déEne Kat yapaxtip tie 
irocrdcews Geov (Heb. i. 3),? and, in this majesty, in which He is the exactly 
similar visible revelation of God, He will present Himself to all the world 
at. the Parousia (Matt. xvi. 27, xxv. 31; Phil. iii. 20; 2 Thess. i.7; 1 Pet. 
iv. 13; Tit. ii. 13, et al.). The predicate rot aopdrov, placed as it is in its 
characteristically significant attributive position * behind the emphatic row 
Gov, posits for the conception of the exact image visibility (Heb. xii. 14; 2 
Cor. iii. 18; Acts xxii. 11); but the assumption that Paul had thus in view 
the Alexandrian doctrine of the Logos, the doctrine of the hidden and 
manifest God *, the less admits of proof, because he is not speaking here 
of the pre-eristence, but of the eralted Christ, including, therefore, His 
human nature; hence, also, the comparison with the angel Metatron of 
Jewish theology (comp. Hengstenberg, Christol. III. 2, p. 67) is irrelevant. 
The Fathers, moreover, have, in opposition to the Arians, rightly laid 
stress upon the fact® that, according to the entire context, cixov tod Ocod is 
meant in the eminent sense, namely of the adequate, and consequently 
consubstantial, image of God (uévoc... Kat arapadAdxtuc eixdv, Theophy- 
lact), and not as man (Gen. i. 26; comp. also 1 Cor. xi. 7; Col. iii, 10)’ or 


1 Sabatier, p. 290, without reason represents 
the apostle as inastate of indistinct suspense 
in regard to-his conception of this pre-exist- 
ence. And Pfleiderer (in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 
1871, p. 533) sees in the pre-existence a sub- 
jective product, the consequence, namely, of 
the fact that Christ is the ideal of the destiny of 
the human mind, hypostasized in a single per- 
son, to which is transferred the eternity and 
unchanged self-equality of the idea. 

2This is the chief point of agreement be- 
tween our Epistle and the Epistle to the He- 
brews; and it is explained by the Pauline 
basis and footing, on which the author of the 
latter stood. The subsequent mpwrtotokos rac. 


xric., however, has nothing to do with mpwrd- 
toxos, Heb, i. 6, where the absolute word is 
rather to be explained in accordance with 
Rom. viii. 29. We make this remark in oppo- 
sition to Holtzmann, according to whom “the 
autor ad Ephesios as to his Christology walls in 
the track opened by the Epistle to the He- 
brews.” Other apparent resemblances to this 
letter are immaterial, and similar ones can be 
gathered from all the Pauline letters. 

8 Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. xxxvi.; Bern- 
hardy, p. 322f. 

4See Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 308; comp. Bahr, 
Olshausen, Steiger, Huther. 

5 See Suicer, Thes. I. p. 415. 
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the creation (Rom. i. 20) is God's image. In that case, however, the invis- 
ibility of the eixdv is not at all to be considered as presupposed (Chrysos- 
tom, Calovius, and others); this, on the contrary, pertains to the Godhead 
in itself (1 Tim. i. 17; Heb. xi. 27), so far as it does not present itself in its 
eixdv; Whereas the notion of eixév necessarily involves perceptibility (see 
above); “Dei inaspecti aspectabilis imago,” Grotius. This visibility—and 
that not merely mental (Rom. i. 20)—had been experienced by Paul him- 
self at his conversion, and at Christ’s Parousia will be fully experienced 
by all the world. Different from this is the (discursive) cognoscibility of 
God, which Christ has brought about by His appearance and working. 
John i. 18, xiv. 9. This applies against the view of Calvin, Clericus, and 
many others, including de Wette: “in His person, appearance, and oper- 
ation ...God has made Himself as it were visible.” Thus the substan- 
tiality of the exact image is more or less turned into a quasi or quodam- 
modo, and the text is thus laid open to every kind of rationalizing caprice. 
We may add that Christ was already, as Aéyo¢ doapxoc, necessarily the 
image of God, but év yop¢f Ocod, in purely divine glory; not, as after His 
exaltation, in divine-human défa; consequently, the doctrine of an eternal 
humanity of Christ (Beyschlag) is not to be based on eixdv tov Oeov.2 The 
idea, also, of the prototype of humanity, which is held by Beyschlag here to 
underlie that of the image of God (comp. his Christol. p. 227), is foreign to 
the context. Certainly God has in eternity thought of the humanity which 
in the fullness of time was to be assumed by His Son (Acts xy. 18); but 
this is simply an ideal pre-existence (comp. Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 41 ff.), 
such as belongs to the entire history of salvation, very different from the 
real antemundane existence of the personal Logos.—zpwréroxoc méone Kti- 
oewc]. [XXVIII c¢.] After the relation of Christ to God now follows His 
relation to what is created, in an apologetic interest of opposition to the 
Gnostic false teachers.* The false teachers denied to Christ the supreme 
unique rank in the order of spirits. But he is first-born of every creature, 
that is, born before every creature—having come to personal existence, entered 
upon subsistent being, ere yet anything created was extant (Rom. i. 25, viii. 
39; Heb. iv. 13). [XXVII d.e.] Analogous, but not equivalent, is Prov. 
vili. 22 f. It is to be observed that this predicate also belongs to the entire 
Christ, inasmuch as by His exaltation His entire person is raised to that 
state in which He, as to His divine nature, had already existed before the 


1Comp.Grotius: “Adam imago Dei fuit, sed 4 According to Hofmann (Schriftbevw.), the ex- 
valde tenuis; in Christo perfectissime appa- pression is also intended to imply that the ex- 
Tuit, quam Deus esset sapiens, potens, bo-  istence of all created things was brought about 
nus;” Baumgarten-Crusius: “the affinity to through Him. But this is only stated in what 
God (which is held to consist in the destina- _—_follows, and is not yet contained in xpwrdro- 
tion of ruling over the spirit-world) as Christ os _by itself, which only posits the origin of 
showed it upon earth.” Christ (as Adyos mpodoptxds) in His temporal re- 

2Comp. Wisd. vii. 26, and Grimm, Handb.p. _ lation to the creature; and this point is the 
161 f. more purely to be adhered to, seeing that 

8 Bovrcrar Seitat drt mpd maoys THs Kticeds éo-  ChristHimself does not belong to the category 
TW O vids, THs dV; Sia yevyigews’ ovKodY Kal Tay of the xriots. Calvin also has understood it 
ayyeAwy mpdrepos, Kal ovitws ore Kai abrds éx- as Hofmann does; comp. also Gess, v. d. Pers. 
tugev avtous, Theophylact. Chr. p.79, and Beyschlag, p. 446, according to 


CHAP. I. 15. 225 
creation of the world, corresponding to the Johannine expression év apy 
qv 6 Aéyoc, Which in substance, although not in form, is also Pauline; 
comp. Phil. ii. 6. Philo’s term zpwréyovec, used of the Logos, denotes the 
same relation ; but it is not necessary to suppose that Paul appropriated 
from him this expression, which is also current among classical authors, or 
that the apostle was at all dependent on the Alexandrian philosophic 
view. The mode in which he conceived of the personal pre-existence of 
Christ before the world as regards (timeless) origin, is not defined by the 
figurative xpwréroxes more precisely than as procession from the divine 
nature (Philo illustrates the relation of the origin of the Logos, by saying 
that the Father avérecAev Him), whereby the premundane Christ became 
subsistent év pope Ocod and ica Oeg (Phil. ii.6). The genitive done xricewe, 
moreover, is not the partitive genitive (although de Wette still, with Usteri, 
Reuss, and Baur, holds this to be indubitable), because the anarthrous aca 
xrioig does not mean the whole creation, or everything which is created (Hof- 
mann), and consequently cannot affirm the category or collective whole! to 
which Christ belongs as its first-born individual (it means: every creature ; 
comp. On aca oixodoug, Eph. ii. 217); but it is the genitive of comparison, 
corresponding to the superlative expression: “the first-born in comparison 
with every creature” (see Bernhardy, p. 139), that is, born earlier than every 
creature? In Rey.i.5, zpwrérox. tov vexpdv, the relation is different, r. vex- 
pav pointing out the category; comp. mpwrdrox. év moAdoic ad., Rom. viii. 
29. The genitive here is to be taken quite as the comparative genitive 
with zpdroc; see on John i. 15, and generally, Ktihner, II. 1, p. 335 f. The 
element of comparison is the relation of time (xpd tov tov Kécpov elvat, John 
xvii. 5), and that in respect of origin. But because the latter in the case 
of every xricv is different from what it is in the case of Christ, neither mpwré- 
KrioTo¢ NOY xpwrdrAactoc is made use of,—terms which would indicate for 


whom Christ is at the same time to be desig- 
nated as the principle of the creature, whose 
origin bears in itself that of the latter. 

1Comp. Sta!lb. ad Plat. Rep. p. 608 C. The 
article would necessarily be added, as 7aca 
4 «riots, Judith xvi. 14, or 7 waca xriots, 3 
Mace. vi. 2, or 7 xtiows maga. Comp. also oAy 
n xriows, Wisd. xix. 6. 

2 Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 156: “ In relation 
to all that is created, Christ occupies the posi- 
tion which a first-born has towards the house- 
hold of his father.” Essentially similar is his 
view in his Heil. Scar. NV. T., p. 16, where 7. 
xria. is held to mean “all creation,” and to 
signify “all that is created in its unity,” which 
is also the opinion of Rich. Schmidt, Paul. 
Christol. p. 211. The interpretation of Hof- 
mann (comp. Gess, Pers. Chr. p.79) is incorrect, 
‘because there would thereby be necessarily 
affirmed a homogeneous relation of origin for 
Christ and all the «riots.. The xriots would 
stand to Christ in the relation of the pera- 
rexGeis to the rpwrdroxos, of the éxtyovos to the 


15 


mpwtéyovos. Hofmann indeed (Heil. Schr. in 
loc.) opines that raons xricews is simply geni- 
tive “of the definition of relation.” But this, 
in fact,explains nothing, because the question 
remains, What relation is meant to be defined 
by the genitive? The mpwroroKos macns Kti- 
gews is not at all to be got over so easily as 
it is by Hoffmann, namely, with a grammati- 
eally erroneous explanation of the anarthrous 
maca xtiots, and with appeal to Ps. 1xxxix. 28 
(where, in fact, mpwrdroxos stands without 
genitive, and 733 in the sense of the first 
rank). 

8Comp. Bahr. and Bleek, Ernesti, Urspr. d, 
Siinde, I. p. 241; Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 424; 
Philippi, Glaubensl. II. p. 214, ed, 2, 

4How much, however, the designations 
MpwrtoKTiaTos, KTiowa, KTigeLY K.T.A., aS applied 
to the origin of the Son, were in use among 
the Alexandrians (following Prov. viii. 22, 
where Wisdom says: kvptos extioé pre, COMP. 
Ecclus. i. 4, xxiv. 8f.), may be seen in Giese- 


ler,, Kirchengesch. L 1,,p. 327, ed. 4. 
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Christ, who is withal Son of God, a similar mode of origin as for the 
creature—but the term zpwréroxoc is chosen, which, in the comparison as 
to time of origin, points to the peculiar nature of the origination in the 
case of Christ, namely, that He was not created by God, like the other 
beings in whom this is implied in the designation xriow, but born, haying 
come forth homogeneous from the nature of God. And by this is 
expressed, not a relation homogeneous with the «rio« (Holtzmann), a 
relation kindred to the world (Beyschlag, Christol. p. 227), but that which is 
absolutely exalted above the world and unique. Theodoret justly observes: 
oby d¢ adeAdhy Exwv Thy KTiow, GAN’ So mpd maone KTicewe yevunfeic. At Variance 
with the words, therefore, is the Arian interpretation, that Christ 1s desig- 
nated as the first creature; so also Usteri, p. 815, Schwegler, Baur, Reuss. 
With this view the sequel also conflicts, which describes Christ as the 
accomplisher and aim of creation; hence in His case a mode of origin 
higher and different from the being created must be presupposed, which is, 
in fact, characteristically indicated in the purposely-chosen word zpwréro- 
xoc. The Socinian interpretation is also incorrect! (Grotius, Wetstein, 
Nosselt, Heinrichs, and others), that «rioce denotes the new ethical creation, 
along with which there is, for the most part, associated the reference of 
mpetérox. to the highest dignity (Pelagius, Melanchthon, Cameron, Ham- 
mond, Zachariae, and others, including Storr and Flatt; comp. de Wette), 
which is assumed also by many who understand it of the physical creation, 
It is decisive against this interpretation, that «rice would necessarily 
require for the moral notion a more precise definition, either by a pre- 
dicate (kaif, 2 Cor. v.17; comp. Barnabas, ep. ¢. xv1.: AaBdvtec tiv ddeow 
Tov duaptiov Kat eArioavtec Ext TO dvduaTe Tod Kupiov, éyevducha Kacvol, mad é 
apyn¢ Ktiéuevor), or at least by a context which admitted of no doubt; also, 
that mparéroxog never means the most excellent, and can only have this sense 
ex adjuncto (as at Ps. Ixxxix, 28, Rom. viii. 29), which in this passage is 
not by any means the case, as the context (see ver. 16, and zpd rdvrwv in 
ver. 17; comp. also rpwréroxog é« Tév vexpv in ver, 18) brings prominently 
forward the relation of time? This mpwréroxov elva belongs to the high 
dignity of Christ (comp. Rev. iii. 14. 9 apy) ti¢ xricewe tod Ocov), but 1t 
does not signify it.* The ethical‘ interpretation of the passage appears all 
the more mistaken, since according to it, even if mpwrérox is understood 
temporally (Baumgarten-Crusius. “ «rio is that which is remodelled, and 


1The Socinian doctrine argues thus “ pri- 
mogenitum unum ex eorum numero, quorum 
primogenitus est, esse necesse est,” but 


nOeAncev 6 Oeds rorfrat doa EBovdrevaaro, ToUTOY 
Tov Adyov éyévynce mpohopikdy, mpwrdToKoy mé- 
ONS KTLOEWS. ‘ 


Christ could not be “unus e rebus conditis 
ereationis veteris,’—an assumption which 
would be Arian , He must consequently belong 
to the new creation, from which it follows, at 
the same time, that He does not possess a di- 
vine nature. See Catech Racov 167, p 318, ed 
Oeder 

3Chrysostom justly says obxiagiasnk Tuysts, 
GAAG Xpovov povory éoTt ONMaVTLK6Y, and already 
‘Theophilus, ad Autol ii. 31, p 172 omore 8 


%Comp. Justin, c. Tr, 100: mpwréroxoy mév 
TOV @cod Kk mpd TavTwY TOV KTITMaTwWY. 

4Both errors of the Socinians, ete., are al- 
ready present in Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
namely, that mpwroroxos maa «tis does not: 
stand émi xpdvov, but émi mporiuijoews, and sig- 
nifies mapa macav thy KTiow TYndmevos, and 
that the following év aivd x.rA does not de- 
note thy mpwryv, but thy év adrd yevoudvyny 
avaxtegev Comp.also Photius, Amphil. 192. 
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mpwréroxoc, He who has come first under this category, has first received 

this higher spiritual dignity ”), Christ is made to be ineluded under the kriavc, 

which is at variance both with the context in ver. 16 f., and with the whole 

N. T. Christology, especially the sinlessness of Christ. If, however, in 

order to obviate this ground of objection, zperéroxoc is combined as an 

adjective with eixév, we not only get a complicated construction, since both 

words have their genitival definition, but tpordroxoc (instead of mpwréruroc) 

would be an inappropriate predicate for eixév. This applies against Schlei- 

ermacher, who, taking «riow as “disposition and arrangement of human 

things,” educes the rationalizing interpretation, that Christ is in the whole 

compass of the spiritual world of man the first-born image, the original 

copy of God ; that all believers ought to be formed in the image of Christ, 
and thence the image of God would likewise necessarily arise in them— 
an image of the second order. In the interest of opposition to heresy, 

some, following Isidore of Pelusium, Hp. iii. 31, p. 237, and Basil the Great, 

c. Bunom. iv. p. 104, have made the first-born even into the first-bringer-forth, 

Tpwrorékoc, aS paroxytone, according to the classical usage,! as, with Erasmus 

in his Annot. (but only permissively) Erasmus Schmid and Michaelis did, 

although zpwroréxec in an active sense occurs only of the female sex, and 

the very zpwrdrokoc éx tr. vexp. of ver. 18 ought to have dissuaded from such 

an idea, to say nothing of the unfitness and want of delicacy of the 

figure? as relating to Christ’s agency in the creation of the world, and of. 

the want of reference in the zpérov to the idea of a debrepov—an idea which, 

with the usual interpretation, is implied in xricéwe.—Ver. 15 f. is, more- 

over, strikingly opposed to that assumption of a world without beginning” 
(Schleiermacher, Rothe). 

Ver. 16. For in Him were all things created—the logically correct con- 
firmation of xpwréroxoc’xac. xriceuc. For if the creation of all things took 
place in Christ, it 1s evident that He must stand before the series of created 
things, and be xpuréroKoc zaane Kricews.—év aro] [XX VIL f.] is not eqivalent 
to d¢ abtow (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Beza, Bleck, 
and many others), but. on Christ depended (causally) the act of creation, 
so that the latter was not done independently of Him—in a causal con- 
nection apart from Him—but it had mm Him the ground essentially con- 
ditioning it. In Him lay, in fact, the potency of life, from which God 
made the work of creation proceed, inasmuch as He was the personal 
principle of the divine self-revelation, and therewith the accomplisher of 
the divine idea of the world. A well-known classical usage to denote the 
dependence of a state of things, the causality of which is contained in any 
one* Not asif the “causa principalis” of the creation lay in Christ, but 
the organic causality of the world’s becoming created was in Him ; hence 
the following 6v airoi affirms not a different state of things, but the same 
thing under a varied form of conception and designation, by which it is 


1Hom. Jl. xvii 5; Plat. Theaet.p. 161A, vat thy xriow, Isidore, l.c. 
151 C; Valekenaer, Schol. II. p. 389. 8 See Bernhardy, p. 210; Kiihner, II. 1, p, 403 
2mpOrov avroy TeToKévar, TdT eore memoujke- £5 from the N.T., Winer, p. 364 [E. T. 389]. 
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brought out in greater definiteness. The primary ground of creation 1s 
ever God, Rom. xi. 36; 1 Cor. viii. 6; Heb. xi. 3. The speculative inter- 
pretation of scholastic theology, which found here the “ causa exemplaris,” 
according to which the idea omnium rerum was in Christ, 1s indeed 
followed in the main again by Beyschlag, as earlier by Kleuker, Bohmer, 
Bahr, Neander, Schleiermacher, Steiger, Julius Miller, Olshausen (the 
latter saying: “the Son of God is the intelligible world, the xécyog ,voyréc, 
that is, things in their very idea; He bears their essence in Himself”), 
but is destitute of confirmation from the modes of conception and expres- 
sion elsewhere in the N. T., and, as éxrio#7 denotes the historical fact of the 
having been created, it would require not év aiz6, but é& abrov, by which the 
coming forth of the real from the ideal existence in Christ might be expressed. 
Huther finds the inward connection indicated by év airé in the idea, that 
the eternal essence of the universe is the divine essence itself, which mn 
Christ became man. This idea in itself has no biblical ground ; and Paulis 
‘speaking here, not of the existence and essence of the universe in Christ, 
but of the becoming created, which took place in Christ (év ait6 Can ir, 
John i. 4), consequently of a divine act depending on Christ; comp. John 
1. 3: yople abrod éyévero oddé év 5 yéyovev; Heb. i. 2; and Bleek in loc. 
Lastly, de Wette finds in év besides the instrumental agency at the same 
time something of a telic idea (comp. also Ewald and Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 
424 f.); but this blending together of two heterogeneous references is not 
justified by the dv’ abrov Kat ei¢ abrdév that follows —éxric#)] physical act of 
creation, Schleiermacher ought not to have called in question the linguistic 
usage to this effect, with a view to favor the ethical interpretation of the 
founding of the church! The word may have the meaning adopted by 
Schleiermacher: to obtain its arrangement and constitution, and that 
according to the relative nature of the notion implied in the word 
condere;* but not here, where it is correlative with wdoy¢ xricews, and 
where the. quite general and in no way to be restricted ra rdavra follows. 
Throughout the N. T., in general «rifo, xrici, xricua, denote the original 
bringing forth, never merely the arrangement of that which exists; and 
even in such passages as Eph. ii. 10, 15, iv. 24, the relation 1s conceived, 
only in a popular manner, as actual creation —Observe, moreover, the 
distinction of the tenses + éxtioO, which denotes the act that took place; and 
then ékreora, which denotes the creation which has taken place and now 
subsists..—ra rdvra] the collective whole, namely, of what is created. This is 
then specified in a twofold way, as well in regard to place as in regard to 
nature.—ra év roi¢ obpavoig «.7.A.] the things to be found in the heavens and 
those to be found on earth. This is certainly a less exact designation of all 
created things than that in Rev. x. 6 (rdv obpavdv kal ra év abr@ «.7.A,; Comp. 


1See Wisd. i. 14, x.1, x. 18; Deut. 1v. 32; Choeph, 484; Soph Ant. 1101; Pind OJ, vi 
comp, Gen. vi.7; Eeclus xxiy. 9, comp. xv. 116; 3 Esdr iv. 53 
14; Judith xii. 18; comp Gen.i.1; 1 Cor. xi. 3Comp. Blomf Gloss in Aesch. Pers, 294. 
9; Eph. iii.9; Rom. i 25; Rey. x. 6, comp. 4See Winer, p. 255 [E.T. 272]; Kiihner, II. 


xiv. 7. 1, p. 143 f, and ad Xen. Mem iii. 1. 4, iit. 
2 Herod. i. 149, 167,168; Thue.i, 100; Aesch. 7. 7. 
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Neh. ix. 6; Gen. ii. 1, e al.), but does not differ from it, as it does not 
exclude heaven and earth themselves, the constituent elements of which, 
in the popular view, are included in these two categories. Comp. 1 
Chron. xxx. 11. It is incorrect, therefore, to press this expression in 
opposition to the explanation which refers it to the creation of the world 
(Wetstein: “non dicit 6 obpavde cai  y7 éxrioty sed 74 rdévra, etc., quo 
habitatores significantur, qui reconciliantur,” comp. Heinrichs and others, 
also Catech. Racov. 132, p. 214, ed. Oeder), and to think, with Schleier- 
macher, of the kingdom of heaven ; but it is arbitrary also, especially after 
7a mavra, to make the apostle mean primarily the living (Bahr, de Wette) 
or rational creatures. The expression embraces everything ; hence there 
was neither need for the mention of the lower world, nor, looking at the 
bipartite form of enumeration, occasion for it Gt is otherwise in Phil. 
ii. 10; Rev. y. 3). The idea that Paul could not have adduced those under 
the earth as a special class of created beings, because God had not created 
them with the view of their being under the earth (de Wette), would ~ 
imply a reflection alien to the vivid flow of the passage before us.—ra 
épata x. 7a aépata]. By the latter is meant the heavenly world of spirits, the 
angelic commonwealth, as is evident from the more precise enumeration 
which follows, and not the souls of men (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and 
others), which, on the contrary, as animating a portion of the épard, are 
included among the latter. Theodoret erroneously asserts that even ra 
épara applies to heavenly things (sun, moon, and stars); it applies to every- 
thing visible, as in Plat. Phaed. p. 79 A: Gapev ov, el Bobet, én, dbo edn Tov 
bvtwv Td wev dpardv, Td dé aewWéc.—The adpara are now more precisely specified 
disjunctively by eire, sive. . . sive (put more than twice ; comp. Plat. Rep. p. 
612 A, 493 D; Ecclus. xli. 4). As to the four denominations of angels 
which follow [X XVII g.|—whose difference of ratk Hofmann ground- 
lessly denies, understanding thereby merely “ spirits collectively, of what- 
ever name they may be’’—see on Eph. i. 21; Rom. viii. 88. In accordance 
with Eph. i. 21, where the grades of angels are mentioned in descending 
order, the arrangement here must be understood so, that the 6pévoc are 
the highest and the xvpidryrec the lowest class, the apyai and the éfovoia 
being two middle orders lying between these two extremes. At Eph. Le. 
Paul names also four grades of the angelic hierarchy; but neither there 
nor here has he intended to give a complete enumeration of them, for in 
the former case he omits the @péve, and in the latter the duvdyew. The 
@psvoc are not mentioned elsewhere in the N. T. (nor yet in Ignat.ad Trall. 
5), but they occur in the Test. Levi, p. 548, in which they are placed in the 
seventh heaven (év @ dei tuvor rH Hem rpoopépovrac), also in Dionys. Areop. 
Hier. cel. 6. ff., and in the Rabbins.2 As regards the erpression, the last 
three denominations are to be taken as abstracts, which represent the 
respective concretes, and analogously the concrete noun $pévoi is used for 


1See, on the other hand, Hahn, Theol. d. 2Buxtorf, Lex. Talm.. p. 1097; Schoettgen, 
NW. T. 1. p. 292f.; Philippi, Glaubensl. Il. p. Hor. p. 808. 
308 f.; Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 559. 
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those to be found on the thrones (for those enthroned). In this case the very 
natural supposition that the angels, whose designation by the term @pévoc 
must have been in current use, were, in the imagery which gave sensuous 
embodiment to religious ideas, conceived as on thrones, is not to be called 
in question (in opposition to Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 226). They were 
probably conceived as enthroned round the throne of God (comp. Rev. iv. 
4, xx. 4). It is to be observed, moreover, generally that Paul presupposes 
the various classes of angels, which he names, as well known ; although we 
are unacquainted with the details of the case, this much is nevertheless 
certain, that the apostle was far removed from the dreamy fancies 
indulged in on this point by the later Rabbins.* But very soon after the 
apostolic age (comp. Hermas, Past. vis. ili. 4), instruction as to rorofeciac 
tac ayyeduxde was regarded as teaching for the more perfect. See Ignatius, 
ad Trail. 5. For the Christian faith there remains and suffices the 
testimony as to different and distinctively designated stages and 
categories in the angelic world, while any attempt to ascertain more than 
is written in Scripture passes into the fanciful domain of theosophy.— 
With éFvvcia is concluded the confirmatory sentence (67), so that a full stop is 
to be placed after éfovc. With ra ravra begins a new sentence, in which 
Ta wavra and airéc correspond to one another; hence a comma only must 
stand after é«reoraw. There is no reason for placing (with Lachmann) ré 
mavra down to ékxAyo. in a parenthesis—ra xdavra dc’ aitod x.7.2.] a solemn 
recapitulation,® but in such a way that, instead of the act of creation 
previously mentioned, there is now presented the finished and ready 
result (éxtiora); the causal relation which was previously denoted by év is 
now more precisely indicated as a relation of mediate agency (d¢ avrod, 
comp. 1 Cor. viii. 6); then in ei¢ aitév a new element is added, and the 
enuyphasis which in ver. 16 lay on éxrio#, is now laid on ra xévra which 
stands at the head of the sentence. We cannot say with Hofmann, that 
by 6¢ airod and ei¢ airév the Son comes to stand in contradistinction to 
what has been created as Creator, after by év air the creative act has 
been presented as one that had taken place only not without the Son. By the 
latter, é» ait@ would become too general and indefinite a thought; while 
é¢ abrov in fact leaves the Father as the Creator, which He is, and predi- 
cates of the Son merely the “ causa medians” of the execution of the work, 
just as tic avrév predicates the “causa finalis” of the same.—eic aibrév] 
im reference to Him, for Him, as the aim and end, “in quo Pater acqui- 
escit,” Beza. Comp. Rom. xi. 36; 1 Cor. viii.6; Barnab. Hp. 12: é aire 
ta wavra kai eic avtév. The more exact purport of this relation is apparent 
from all that follows down to ver. 20. Everything, namely, is created, in 
order to be dependent on Christ and to serve His will and aim Comp. on 


1Comp. Kithner, II. 1, p.11; Ruhnken, ad so as once more to express as clearly as possi- 


Tim. p. 190. : ble the whole in all conceivable temporal 
2See Eisenmenger, entdeckt. Judenth. If. p. relations.” 
374. 
8’ Ewald well says: “Just at this point the 
discourse breaks forth as if with fresh force, 


4 And, if the world was created not merely 
&’ avrod, but also eis avrév, consequently 
in telic reference to Him, it is certain tha’ with 


or 
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Eph. i. 23, iv. 10; Phil. ii. 9 ff. The final cause of the world, referred in 
Rom. xi. 36 to God, is here affirmed of Christ, and with equal right; for 
He, as He was the organ of God in creation, is the commissioned ruler to 
whom the xupiry¢ rv xévtov is committed (Matt. xxviii. 18; Phil. ii. 9; 1 
Cor. xv. 27; Heb. ii. 8), in order that everything created may have the 
ethical telic destination of serving Him.’ More special definitions of the 
meaning of cic airév are Without due warrant, and in particular, the often- 
repeated one: to His glorification (Beza, Flatt, Bohmer, and others); it lays 
down Christ in general as the legitimus finis (Calvin)—The expositors, 
who explain the words as referring to the new moral creation, have sum- 
moned to their aid all kinds of arbitrary conjectures in detail—a remark 
which applies not merely to Nésselt, Heinrichs, and others, but also to 
Schleiermacher, who holds (comp. Baumgarten-Crusius) that ra év r. oip. 
is everything that belongs to the kingdom of heaven, and ra én? tr. yae 
everything which belongs to civil order in earthly kingdoms; that ra 
éparad and 7a dépara apply only to the latter; that the Opdvor x.7.2. are 
magisterial offices, and the like. 

Ver. 17. Kai airéc] [X XVII h.] which is to be separated from the pre- 
ceding by a comma only (see on yer. 16), places, in contradistinction to, 
the created objects in ver. 16 (ra xévra), the subject, the creating self: “and 
He Himself, on His part, has an earlier existence than all things, and the 
collective whole subsists in Him.” Neyer is airéc in the nominative? the 
mere unemphatic “he” of the previous subject (de Wette), either in Greek 
authors or in the N. T., not even in passages such as Buttmann (Newt. Gr. 
p. 94 [E. T. 107] brings forward.2—zpé révtwv] like rpuréroxoc, referring to 
time, not to rank (as the Socinians, Nosselt, Heinrichs, Schleiermacher, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, and others hold); Paul thus repeatedly and emphati- 
cally lays stress on the pre-existence of Christ. Instead of éo7/, he might 
have written 7v (John i. 1); but he makes use of the former, because he 


the counsel of creation there was also posited, 
in prospect of the entry of sin, the counsel 
of redemption. Comp. Thomasius, Christi 
Pers. u. Werk, I, p. 196 f.; Julius Miller, Dogm. 
Abhand. p. 121. ff. 

1This eis avréy is wrongly found incom- 
patible with 1 Cor. viii. 6 (see, after Mayerhoff, 
Baur, and others, especially Holtzmann, p. 
219), where, in fact, it is said of the ethical 
existence of Christians that they exist for God 
through Christ, inasmuch as the subject of 
eis avrov (for God) and of 6” avrod (through 
Christ) is not the universe, but the qnuets. The 
relation of subordination between Father and 
Son would be only done away with at our 
passage, in the event of its being said of 
Christ that ra wavra were created é& abrod. 
But by év avr, and by the more precise 
definition 5c’ avrod, itis guarded; and the 
subordination remains unaffected by the cir- 
cumstance that the eis avrov is laid down 
by God for the world as its telic aim. This 


eis avtov extigtas is the necessary prelimi- 
nary condition, on God’s part, to the universal 
dominion which he has destined for Christ, 
and which the latter shall one day, at the 
goal of consummation, hand over to the 
Father (1 Cor. xv. 24, 28). Moreover, what 
Paul says of the xcrious in Rom. viii. is essen- 
tially connected with that eis avroy, which 
does not go beyond Paul or come at all into 
opposition to him. The resemblance of our 
passage to 6 mpatos Kai 6 éaxatos, Rev. 
i. 17, xxii. 13, rests upon the Christological 
basis of their common faith, not upon a 
dependence of our epistle on the Apoca- 
lypse, which would doubtless imply a post- 
Pauline date (in opposition to Holtzmann, 
p 247). 

2Bengel correctly observes on ver. 16: 
“ Ipse hic saepe positum magnam signifieat 
majestatem et omnem excludit creaturam.” 

8See Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 47; Winer, p. 
141 f. [E, T. 150]; Ktithner, II. 1, p. 563. 
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has in view and sets forth the permanence of Christ’s existence, and does 
not wish to narrate about Him historically, which is done only in the 
auxiliary clauses with dr, vv. 16 and 19. On the present, comp. John viii. 
58. His existence is more ancient than that of all things (wdvTwv, not 
masculine, as the Vulgate and Luther translate)—év ai] as in ver. 16, 
referring to the causal dependence of the subsistence of all existing things 
on Christ.—ovvéorixe] denotes the subsistence of the whole, the state of lasting 
interdependence and order,—an idea which is not equivalent to that of crea- 
tion, but presupposes it.! It expresses that there is in Christ not merely 
the creative cause, but also the cause which brings about organic stability 
and continuance in unity (preserving and governing) for the whole of exist- 
ing things. Comp. Heb. i. 3. Of attempts at explanation under the moral 
interpretation, we may note that of Schleiermacher: the consolidating of 
earthly relations and institutions; and that of Baumgarten-Crusius: “in 
this new world He is Lord in recognition and in sway.” 


ReMARK.—The intentional prominence given to the fact of the creation of all 
things through Christ, and in particular of the creation of the angels in their 
various classes, justifies the supposition that the false teachers disparaged Christ 
in this respect, and that they possessed at least elements of the Gnostie-demiurgic 
doctrine which was afterwards systematically elaborated. There is no evidence, how- 
ever, of their particular views, and the further forms assumed by the Gnostic ele- 
ments, as they showed themselves according to the Fathers in Simon Magus (Iren. 
Haer.i. 20: “ Kunoiam ...generare angelos et potestates, a quibus et mundum hune 
factum dixit;” comp. Epiph. Haer. xxi. 4), Cerinihus, etc., and especially among 
the Valentinians, while certainly to be recognized as fundamentally akin to the 
Colossian doctrinal errors (comp. Heinrici, Valentinian. Gnosis, 1871), are not to 
be identified with them; nor are those elements to be made use of as a proof of the 
post-apostolic origin of the epistle, as still is done by Hilgenfeld (see his Zeitschr. 
1870, p. 246 f.), and more cautiously by Holtzmann. Of Ebionitism only Essene 
elements are to be found in Colossae, mingled with other Gnostic doctrines, which 
which were not held by the later Ebionites. In particular, the mpd ravrev eivaz, 
on which Paul lays so much stress, must have been doubted in Colossae, although 
a portion of the Ebionites expressly and emphatically taught it (Aéyouow dvobev 
uév bvta mpd Tavrwv dé Ktiobévta, Epiph. Haer, xxx. 3). Moreover, the opinion 
that Paul derived the appellations of the classes of angels in ver. 16 from the 
language of the heretics themselves (Béhmer, comp. Olshausen) is to be rejected, 
because in other passages also, where there is no contrast to the Gnostic doctrine 
of Aeons, he makes use in substance of these names (Rom. viii. 38; 1 Cor. xv. 24; 
comp. Eph. i. 20 ff, iii. 10, vi. 11 ff). They are rather to be regarded as well- 
known and generally-current appellations, which were derived from the termin- 
ology of later Judaism, and which heretics made use of in common with the 


1 Reiske, Ind. Dem. ed. Schaef. p. 481: “ Cor- B: 4 wodcteta EvvéarynKe mipnors Tod KadAlorov 


pus unum, integrum, perfectum, secum con- —... Biov. Herod. vii. 225; Philo, quis rer. div 
sentiens esse et permanere.” Comp. 2 Pet. — haer. p. 489: 0 Evatjos Syxos, e& éavtod SuadvTos 
iii. 5; Plat. Rep. p.530 A: gvveordévac tH roo By Kai vexpds, cvvéoTyKe K. Swmupettar Tpovoia 
ovpavon Syu.ovpy@ avTov Te Kal Ta ev ata, Tim. cov x.7.A. 


p. 61 A: yiv... guverrtyxviav, Legg. vii. p. 817 
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orthodox. The anti-Gnostic element is contained, not in the technical expres- 
sions, but in the doctrinal contents of the passage; and it was strong enough to 
induce Marcion, who took offence at it, to omit vv. 15-17 (Tertullian, c. Mareion, 
v.19). See, besides, Rabiger, Christol. Paul. p.51f.; Lechler, apost. Zeit. p. 55 f.; 
Klépper, lc. 


Ver. 18. [On vv. 18-20, see Note XX VIII. pages 271-275.| Second part (see 
on ver. 15) of the exhibition of the exaltedness of Christ. [XXVIII a.] 
To that which Christ is as xpwréroxoc mdone Kticewe (vv. 16, 17) is now 
added what He is as xpwrétoxocg éx tév vexpOov, namely, the Head of the | 
Church, and thus His zporetew has its consummation (év raow). The 
latter, namely, wa yévyrar... zpwteiwr, embraces also a retrospect to that 
mpwrdroKo¢ Taanc xricewc, and includes it in év zaovv, without its being neces- 
sary, however, to attach ver. 18 to the carrying out of the relation to the 
world expressed in zpwrérox. x. xric. (Hofmann, comp. Rich. Schmidt). 
The perspective proceeds from the dignity of the original state of our Lord 
to that of His state as Saviour, from His cosmical to His soteriological glory, 
and so at length exhibits Him to view as the éy race mpwretov.—That ver. 
18, with its confirmation in ver. 19 f., has an apologetic reference to the 
Gnostic false teaching, must be assumed from its connection with what 
goes before. The passage is to be looked upon as antagonistic to the 
worship of angels (ii. 18), which disparaged Christ in His dignity as Head of 
the Church, but not (in opposition to Bahr and Huther) as antagonistic to 
a theological dogma, such as is found in the Cabbala, according to which 
the body of the Messiah (the Adam Kadmon) is the aggregate of the 
emanations. For the emphasis of the passage and its essential point of 
doctrine lie in the fact that Christ is the Head of the church, and not in 
the fact that He is the head of the church ; it is not the doctrine of another 
caua, but that of any other zpwrebwrv, which is excluded.—«ai airdc] stands 
again, as x. airé¢ in ver. 17, in significant reference to 7a mavta: et ipse, in 
quo omnia consistunt, est caput, etc., so that the passage continues to divide 
itself as into the links of a chain.—roi cépartoc trH¢ éxxAyo.| to be taken 
together; the second genitive is that of apposition (Winer, p. 494 [I. T. 
531]), which gives to the word governing it concrete definiteness.1_ On the 
familiar Pauline mode of considering the church of believers, livingly and 
actively ruled by Christ as the head (Eph. iii. 10; Phil. iii. 6; Acts ix. 31), 
as His body,2 comp. 1 Cor. x. 17, xii. 12 ff., 27; Eph. i. 23, iv. 12, v. 23, 30; 
Rom. xii. 5.—éc éorw x.7.2.] expexegetical relative clause (as in ver. 15), the 
contents of which are related by way of confirmation to the preceding 
statement,’ like our: he, who, etc., which might be expressed, but not neces- 


1Comp. Miller in the Luther. Zeitschr.187T1, that of the Epistle to the Ephesians, into 
p. 611 ff. which the interpolator is supposed by Holtz- 
2In which is expressed the idea of the in- | mann again to enter here, after he has mani- 
visible church. Comp. Julius Miiller, Dog- | fested a comparative independence in vv. 
mat. Abh. p. 316 ff. And this conception and 15-18. 
representation belong quite to the apostle’s 3 Matthiae, p. 1061 f.; Ktihner, ad Xen. Mem. 
general sphere of ideas, not specially to i. 2. 64; Stallbaum, ad Phil. p. 195 f. 


\ 
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sarily, by boric (or écye). Comp. on Eph. i. 14. If Christ had not risen, He 
would not be Head of the church (Acts ii. 24-36; 1 Cor. xv.; Rom. i. 4, et 
al.).—apyx4| beginning ; which, however, is not to be explained either as 
“initium secundae et novae creationis” (Calvin), progenitor of the regen- 
erate (Bisping), or “ author of the church” (Baumgarten-Crusius), or even 
“euler of the world” (Storr, Flatt); but agreeably to the context in such a 
way, as to make it have with the appositional xpwréroxor its definition in é« 
tov vexpov, [XXVIII b.] just as if the words ran: apy7 Tov vexpov, TpwTdroKog 
é abrov, although Paul did not express himself thus, because at once upon 
his using the predicate apx7% in and by itself the exegetical tpwréroxoc sug- 
gested itself to him. Accordingly Christ is called apy? (rév vexpov), inas- 
much as He is among all the dead the first arisen to everlasting life. Itis 
arbitrary to discover in dpy4 an allusion to the offering of first-fruits sancti- 
fying the whole mass (Chrysostom, Beza, Ewald, and others); especially 
as the term dapy#, which is elsewhere used for the first portion of a sacri- 
fice (Rom. xi. 16), is not here employed, although it has crept in from 1 
Cor. xv. 20, 23, in a few minusculi and Fathers, as in Clement also, Cor. I. 
24, Christ is termed arapy7 tic avacrdcews. To assume a reminiscence of 1 
Cor. xv. (Holtzmann) is wholly unwarranted, especially as arapy7 is not 
used. On apy, used of persons, denoting the one who begins the series, as 
the first in order of time, comp. Gen. xlix. 3, where apy) réxvwv pov is 
equivalent to tpwréroxoc pov, as also Deut. xxi. 17. In what respect any one 
is apyf of those concerned, must be yielded by the context, just as in this 
case it is yielded by the more precisely defining mpwréroxog é« Tt. veKpav; 
hence it has been in substance correctly explained, following the Fathers: 
apyxh, onolv, gore THC Avaotdoewc, Td Tavtwv avacrdc,' Theophylact. Only 
The avacracewe is not to be mentally supplied, nor is it to be conjectured (de 
Wette) that Paul had intended to write apy rt. avacrdcewc, but, on account 
of the word zporéroxoc presenting itself to him from ver. 15, did not com- 
plete what he had begun. It follows, moreover, from the use of the word 
rpurdroxoc, that apy4 is to be taken in the temporal sense, consequently as 
equivalent to primus, not in the sense of dignity (Wetstein), and not as 
principle (Bihr, Steiger, Huther, Dalmer, following earlier expositors).— 
mpurdroxoc tk T. vexp.] [XXVIII ¢.] é« 7. vexp. is conceived in the same way as in 
dvaorivat éx 7. vexp. (Eph. v. 14), so that it is the dead in Hades among whom 
the Risen One was, but from whom He goes forth (separates Himself from 
them, hence also ard T. veKp. Matt. xiv. 2, xxvii. 64, xxviii. 7), and returning 
into the body, with the latter rises from the tomb. Comp. péroe é dvaorécewe 
vEKPOV, Acts xxvi. 23, also 1 Cor. xv. 22 f. This living exit from the grave is 
figuratively represented as birth; comp. Rev. i. 5, where the partitive 
genitive rov vexp. (not é« 7. v.) yields a form of conceiving the matter not 
materially different. Calvin takes mporérokoc ék. Tr. v. as specifying the 
ground for apy: “ principium (absolutely), quia primogenitus est ex mortuis ; 


1 The Fathers have already correctlyjudged mains the first-risen, 
that even in regard to the isolated cases of kal GAAou mpd TovTov avéorncav, dAAA aA 
rising from the dead, which have taken place —@r0avov' ards 88 Thy TeAciav iviowace avéa™m 
through Christ and before Him, Christ re- Comp, on 1 Cor. xy. 20 


Theophylact: ei yap 
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nam in resurrectione est rerum omnium instauratio.” Against this it 
may be urged, that apy7 has no more precise definition; Paul must have 
written either apx% ri¢ Kaevi¢ xricewe, or at least je instead of dc. Calvin was 
likewise erroneously of opinion (comp. Erasmus, Calovius) that Christ is 
called Primogenitus ex mortuis, not merely because He was the first to rise, 
but also “quia restituit aliis vitam.” This idea is not conveyed either by the 
word or by the context, however true may be the thing itself; but a belief 
in the subsequent general resurrection of the dead is the presupposition of 
the expression xpwréroxoc (aivirrerac 53 6 Adyog Kal Thy TdvTOY quav avaorao., 
Theodoret). This expression is purposely chosen in significant reference to 
ver. 15, as is intimated by Paul himself in the following iva yévyra: év réow 
x.7.A. But it is thus all the more certain, that zpwréroxoc éx 7. vexp. is to be 
taken independently, and not adjectivally together with apy4 (Heinrichs, 
Schleiermacher, Ewald), which would onlyamount to a tautological ver- 
boseness (first-born beginning); and, on the other hand, that é« rév vexpov 
may not be separated from zpwréroxoc in such a way as to emphasize the 
place, issuing forth from which Christ is what He is, namely, apy4, xpwrdroxoc ; 
the former, “as the personal beginning of what commences with Him;” . 
the latter, “in the same relation to those who belong to the world there- 
with coming into life as He held to the creation” (Hofmann). In this 
way the specific more precise definition, which is by means of éx Tr. vexpév 
in significant reference to ver. 15 attached to the predicates of Christ, dpyv4 
and xpwréroxoc, would be groundlessly withdrawn from them, and these 
predicates would be left in an indefiniteness, in which they would simply 
be open vessels for receiving a gratuitously imported supplement.—iva 
yévyrat x.7.2.] [XXVIII d.] not to be restricted to the affirmation é réav 
vexpov (Hofmann),! but to be referred to the whole sentence that Christ is 
apxh, mpwrtéroxog ék 7. vexp., expressing the divine teleology of this posi- 
tion of Christ as the Risen One: in order that He may become, etc.; 
not: in order “that He may be held as” (Baumgarten-Crusius), nor yet 
“that He may be” (Vulgate, and so most expositors), as yiyveofac and elvac 
are never synonymous. The év raow abri¢ rpwreber is looked upon by Paul 
as something which is still in course of development (comp. Steiger and 
Huther), and is only to be completed in the future, namely, when the 
Risen One shall have conquered all the power of the enemy (1 Cor. xv. 
25 f.) and have erected the kingdom of the Messiah—but of this result His 
resurrection itself was the necessary historical basis, and hence the future 
universal zpuretew is the divinely intended aim of His being risen —év raow] 
in all points, without excepting any relation, not, therefore, merely in the 
relation of creation (vv. 15-17). Comp. Phil. iv. 12; 1 Tim. iii. 11, iv. 15; 
2 Tim. ii. 7, iv. 5; Tit. ii. 9; Heb. xiii. 4,18. "Ev ravri is more commonly 
used by Paul (1 Cor. i. 5; 2 Cor. iv. 8, et al.). According to Beza, raow is 
masculine: “inter omnes, videlicet fratres, ut Rom. viii. 29.” So also 
Kypke and Heinrichs. But this would be here, after the universal bear- 


180 that it would express the design, which Christ Himself had in His coming forth from 
the dead, ~ 
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ing of the whole connection, much too narrow an idea, which, besides, is 
self-evident as to the Head of the church. According to Pelagius, it 
denotes: “tam in visibilibus quam in invisibilibus creaturis.” At variance 
with the text; this idea was conveyed by vy. 16, 17, but in ver. 18 another 
relation is introduced which does not refer to created things as 
such.—airéc] emphatic, as in vv. 17,18.—zpwrebwr] having the first rank, 
not used elsewhere in the N. T1. This precedence in rank is to be the final 
result of the condition which set in with the mpuréroxov elva: éx t. vexp.; but 
it is not contained in this rpwréroxov eiva: itself,—an idea against which 
the very iva yévyra: is logically decisive (in opposition to de Wette’s double 
signification of zpwréror.). 

Ver. 19.2"07¢] Confirmatory of the ia yévyrac «.7.2., Just said: “about 
which divinely intended yiyvecfa: év raow abriv rpwrebovra there can be no 
doubt, for it has pleased, that in Him, etc.” How could He, who was thus 
destined to be possessor of the divine fullness and reconciler of the world, 
have been destined otherwise than to become év raow rpwtetbwv! This 
confirmation, therefore, does not refer to the statement that Christ is the 
Head of the church (Steiger, Huther, comp. Calovius), which has already 
its confirmation by means of 6¢ éorw apy7 x.7.4., nor at all to éx Trav vexpov 
(Hofmann, following up his incorrect explanation of these words), as if 
the reason were specified why Christ should have gone to His high dig- 
nity as beginner of a new world by the path of deepest abasement—a thought 
which Paul would have known how to express quite differently (comp. 
Phil. ii. 7 f.) than by the bare é tév vexp., which is currently used every- 
where of resurrection from death, and without conveying any special 
significance of humiliation. Nor yet does Paul move in a circle, by put- 
ting forward in ver. 19 as ground of proof that from which in ver. 15 ( é¢ 
éorw eixov «.7.A.) he had started (de Wette); for ver. 19 is a historical state- 
ment (observe the qorists), whereas ver. 15 expressed what Christ is, His 
habitual being. —év airo] although belonging to xarouw., is prefixed in em- 
phatic transposition (Kuhner, IT. 2, p. 1101).—eiddcyoe] He was pleased, 
placuit ei, that, ete. As to this use of eidoxety in the later Greek (1 Cor. i. 
21; Gal. i. 15, et al.), for which, in the classical language, doxeiyv merely was 
employed, see Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 370. On the accusative with infini- 
tive, comp. 2 Mace. xiv. 35; Polyb. i. 8.4. The subject, whose pleasure it 
is, is not expressed; but that it is God, is obvious from the context, which 
in iva yévyrae x.7.A. has just stated the divine purpose. Among Greek 
authors also 6 Oed¢ is not unfrequently omitted, where it is self-evident as 
the subject. See Kiihner, II. 1, p. 80 ¢. According to Ewald and EIli- 
cott,? ray 7d rAhpwua is the subject; and the whole fullness is a new expres- 


1 But see Esth. v.11; 2 Mace. vi. 18, xiii. 15; 
Aquila, Zech. iv. 7; Plat. Legg. iii. p. 692 D, 
Dem. 1416. 25: mpwrevery év amace Kpariotor, 
Xen. Cyr. viii. 2. 28; Mem. ii. 6. 26. 

2 Holtzmann, after having rejected vv. 14-18 
entirely as an interpolation, allows to stand 
as original in vv. 19, 20 only the words: or. év 
aiT@ evddxyngev KatadAAdgar, to which xataAad, 


there is then attached in ver. 21, as object, 
kat vuas, also you, with reference to #mas in 
ver. 13. How daring and violent, and yet 
how paltry (rescuing merely the cai bpuas), 
would the procedure of the author thus have 
been, 

8 Also Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 428, ed. 2, and 
Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 208, 
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sion for the Godhead, inasmuch as, going as it were out of itself, it fills 
something separate and thus becomes visible (=m17 23, dééa, Adyoc, 
mevua). [XXVIII e.] Without support from N. T. usage; say, too, 
would be unsuitable for the subject of eidéxnce; and eic abrdév in ver. 29 
clearly shows that Oeé¢ is conceived as subject, to which eipyrorooac then 
refers. According to Hofmann,! Christ is meant to be the subject of ebdé«. 
Ver. 20 itself, and Eph. i. 9, ought to have precluded this error. Through- 
out the whole of the N. T. it is never Christ, but always the Father, who in 
respect to the work of redemption to be executed gives the decree, while 
Christ executes it as obedient to the Father; hence also Paul, “beneficium 
Christi commemorans, nunquam dimittit memoriam Patris,” Bengel.2— 
rav 70 cAhpoua warox.] [XXVIII f.] that in Him the whole fullness was to 
take up its abode. The more precise definition of the absolute ray 1d 
xAjpwoua is placed beyond doubt by the subject to be mentally supplied 
with eidéxyoe,?7 namely, 76 zAgpwoua tov Oeov (Eph. iii. 19; comp. 1d rAgp. 
THe Gedryz0c, Col. ii. 9). Td zAfpoua, the signification of which is not to be 
defined actively : id quod rem implet,* but passively : id quo res impletur (see 
generally on Eph. i. 10, iii. 19, Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 469), has here, as 
in Eph. iii. 9, the derivative general notion of copia, riovroc, like the Ger- 
man Fille. What is meant, namely, is the whole charismatic riches of 
God, His whole gracious fullness of ebddoyia rvevuating (Eph. i. 3), of which 
Christ became permanent (karo:xjoa:) possessor and bearer, who was 
thereby capable of fulfilling the divine work of reconciliation (see the fol- 
lowing kai 6’ avtob aroxarad7dza «.7.2.). The case is otherwise in ii. 9, 
where the divine essence (rij¢ @eéryroc) is indicated as the contents of the 
TAhpwua, and the xaro:xeiv of the same in Christ is affirmed as present and 
with reference to His state of exaltation. It would be an utterly arbitrary 
course mentally to supply here the rie Oeéryroc, ii. 9, and to regard both 
passages as an echo of Eph. i. 23, where the notion of tAfpapa is a very 
different one (in opposition to Holtzmann). Inasmuch as the charismatic 
xihpoua of God, meant in our passage, dwelt in Christ, and consequently 
Christ was the possessor and disposer of it, this divine fullness is not in 
substance different from the z2#pwya X proto’, out of which grace passed 
over to men (John i. 16; Eph. iv. 13). The thought and expression in 1 
Cor. xv. 28 are different from our passage, and different also from Eph. i. 
23. Beza aptly observes: “cumulatissima omnium divinarum rerum 
copia, quam scholastici gratiam habitualem ... appellant, ex qua in 
Christo, tanquam inexhausto fonte, omnes gratiae in nos pro cujusque 
membri modulo deriventur;” comp. also Bleek. Observe, at the same 
time, the stress lying on the zav, in contrast to a merely partial impart- 
ing out of this fullness, which would have been inadequate to the object of 
reconciling the universe. The ontological interpretation of the “fullness of 
the nature of God” (Huther, Dalmer, Weiss; Oecumenius, and Theodoret : 


1Comp. also his Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 357 f. Paul, p. 209. 
2Comp. Reiche, Comment. crit. p. 263. 4In opposition to Storr, Opuse. I. p. 144 ff, 
8Hence not: “la totalité de Vétre qui doit Bahr, Steiger. 

étre realisée dans le monde,” Sabatier, Vapdtre 
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the nature of the @ed¢ Adéyo¢; Calovius and others: of the communicatir 
hypostatica, that is, of the absolute immanence of God in Him, comp. 
Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde, I. p. 222; Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 201) 
does not correspond to the idea of ebdéxycev, for doubtless the sending of 
the Son, and that with the whole treasure of divine grace, into the world 


(John iii. 17) for behoof of its reconciliation and blessedness, was the act 


of the divine pleasure and resolve; but not so the divine nature in Christ, 
which was, on the contrary, necessary in Him,' although by His incarna- 
tion He emptied Himself of the divine mode of appearance (déga or pop¢7, 
Phil. ii. 6 ff.). The divine nature is presupposed in what is here said of 
Christ. Comp. Gess, v. d. Pers. Christi, p. 85. Some (see especially Steiger, 
Bihr, and Reuss) have regarded 1d rAgpwua as derived from the Gnostic 
terminology of the false teachers, who might perhaps, like Valentinus, have 
given this name to the aggregate of the Aeons (see Baur, Gnosis, p. 157),? 
and in opposition to whom Paul maintains that in Jesus there dwells the 
totality of all divine powers of life, and not merely a single emanated 
spirit; but this view is all the more unwarranted, because Paul himself 
does not intimate any such polemical destination of the word; on the 
contrary, in Eph. iii. 19 also he uses wav 1rd rAfpoua 7. Ocov evidently 
without any reference of the kind. And if he had wished to place the 
whole fullness of the efflux of divine power in contrast to an asserted single 
emanation, he must have prefixed, not év abr@ (in Him and in none other), 
but wav (the whole rAjpwoua, not merely a single constituent element of it) with 
the main emphasis, and have logically said: dr av 7d rAjpwpa eiddxyoev 
év dit Karougjoa. Hofmann (comp. his Schriftbew. p. 29, 359), who in gen- 
eral has quite misunderstood ver. 19 f. (comp. above on evdéxycev), takes 


1As in the Son of God in the metaphysical 
sense; hence the original being of God in 
Him cannot be conceived merely as ideal, 
which was to develop itself into reality, and 
the realization of which, when it at length 
became perfect, made Him the absolute abode 
of the fullness of Godhead. So Beyschlag, 
Christol. p. 232f., according to whom Christ 
would be conceived as “man drawing down 
upon himself” this indwelling of God. He is 
conceived as the incarnate Son (comp. ver. 
13 ff), who, in accordance with the Father's 
decree, has appeared as bearer of the whole 
fullness of salvation. For He was its dwelling 
not merely in principle, but in fact and reality, 
when He appeared, and He employed it for 
the work, which the Father desired to accom- 
plish by Him (ver, 20). Comp. Gal. iv. 4; 


position of the universal reconciliation, ver. 
20. 

2 Baur himself (Paulus, II. p. 12 ff.) likewise 
explains rAjpoua from the technical language 
of the Gnosties, especially of the Valentinian 
doctrine of Aeons, but finds the Gnosticism 
to belong to the (post-apostolic) writer of the 
epistle. According to Baur (see his Neutest. 
Theol. p. 258), Christ is the wAjpepna of God as 
He “in whom that which God is in Himself, ac- 
cording to the abstract idea of His nature, is 
Jilled with its definite concrete contents.” Comp. 
also Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1870, p. 247, ac- 
cording to whom our passage is intended to 
affirm that the Pleroma of divine nature is to 
be sought not in the prolix series of the Acons of 
the Gnostics, but in Christ alone. Holtazmann, 
with more caution, adheres to the view that 


Rom. viii. 3. The indwelling of the wav rd 
rAjpwua He had not, indeed, to achieve by 
his own effort; but He had, in obedience to- 
wards the Father, to preserve (comp. Heb. iv. 
15), apply, communicate it; and so this in- 
dwelling is—not merely in the risen One, but 
in His very work on the cross—the presup- 


the idea of the mArjpwxa forms a first step 
towards the extended use which the Gnosties 
make of the word; whereas Hilgenfeld 
(Zeitschr. 1873, p. 195) finds the idea here al- 
ready so firmly established, “that the mAjpopa 
emerges as in a certain measure holding an 
independent position between God and Christ.” 


: 
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mav Td rAjpwpa as “the one-like totality of that which is ;” and holds that 
the will of Christ (to which eidox. applies) can only have been, “that that 
may come to dwell in Him, which otherwise would not be in Him, consequently 
not what is in God, but what is out of God.” This idea of the immanent 
indwelling of the universe in Christ, repeated by Schenkel in the sense of 
Christ being the archetype, would be entirely alien to the N. T. view of the 
relation of Christ to the world, and is not indicated either at Eph. i. 10 or 
here in the context by ra zévra év ait ovvéotynxev. Christ is not the place 
Jor the world, so that ultimately all comes to dwell in Him, as all has been 
created in Him and has in Him its subsistence; but the world originated 
and maintained through Him, which He was to redeem, is the place for 
Him.' If Paul had really entertained the obscure paradoxical conception 
attributed to him by Hofmann, he would have known how to express it 
simply by 7d wav (or ra xévra) katouxqoa, or by 7d TARpwLa Tov mavrd¢ (or 
Tov TravTwv) Katouns. Lastly, at utter variance with both the word and the 
context, some have based on Eph. i. 22 f. the interpretation of rAfpwoya as 
the church. So already Theodoret: xAgp. tiv éxxdnoiay év tH mpd¢ ’Edeoloue 
éxddecev, G¢ TOv Osiav yapioudtov xexAnpwopévyv. Tattnv édbn evdoxqoat Tov Oedv 
év TO Xpior@ Karouhoa, rovréctw uit@ ovv7jda, and recently in substance 
Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others; comp. also Schleiermacher, 
who, in accordance with Rom. xi. 12, 25, understands “the fullness of the 
Gentiles and the collective whole of Israel,” the dwelling of whom in Christ is 
the “definitive abiding state,” which the total reconciliation (see the 
sequel) must necessarily have preceded, as this reconciliation is condi- 
tioned by the fact that both parties must have become peaceful._—«aror- 
xjoat] The rAgpaya is personified, so that the abiding presence, which it was to 
have according to the divine eidoxia in Christ, appears conceived under 
the form of taking up its abode ; in which, however, the idea of the Shechi- 
nah would only have to be presupposed, in the event of the rAfpopua being 
represented as appearance (Mv 1123). See on Rom. ix.5. Comp. John 
i. 14. Analogous is the conception of the dwelling of Christ (see on Eph. 
- iii. 17) or of the Spirit (see Theile on Jas. iv. 5) in believers. Comp. also 2 
Pet. iii. 13. In point of time, the indwelling of the divine fullness of grace 
according to God’s pleasure in Christ refers to the earthly life of the Incar- 
nate One, who was destined by God to fulfill the divine work of the amoxa- 
raArdta 7a révra, and was to be empowered thereto by the dwelling in 
Him of that whole divine Afpoua. Without having completed the per- 
formance of this work; He could not become év raow rporetuv ; but of 
this there could be no doubt, for God has caused it to be completed, 
through Him (ér:, ver. 19). Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, I. p. 215 f. (comp. 
also Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 428, ed. 2), refers evdéxyce «7.2. to the heavenly 
state of Christ, in which God, by way of reward for the completion of His 
work, has made Him the organ of His glory (Phil. ii. 9); he also is of 
opinion that azoxarad7d£ac in ver. 20 does not apply to the reconciliation 
through His blood, but to the reunion of all created things through the 


1Comp, Rich. Schmidt, 2. ¢. p. 208. 
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exalted Lord, as a similar view is indicated in Phil. ii. 10. But this idea 
of the dmoxaraAddga is just the point on which this view breaks down. 
For ver. 21 clearly shows that azoxaraaAdéa is to be taken in the usual 
sense of the work of reconciliation completed through the iaorjpiov of 
Christ. Moreover, that which Christ received through His exaltation 
was not the divine rAf#pwua, but the divine dd£a. 

Ver. 20.1 “ Haec inhabitatio est fundamentum reconciliationis,” Ben- 
gel. Hence Paul continues: xai 6? aitod aroxaraAAagac ta mavra, and 
through Him to reconcile the whole. [XXVIII g.] As to the double com- 
pound daroxarata., prorsus reconciliare,? see on Eph. ii. 16. The considera- 
tions which regulate the correct understanding of the passage are: (1) 
that ra mévta may not in any way be restricted (this has been appropri- 
ately urged by Usteri, and especially by Huther); that it consequently 
cannot be referred either merely to intelligent beings generally (the usual 
view), or to men (Cornelius a Lapide, Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
others), especially the Gentiles (Olshausen), or to the “universam ecclesiam” 
(Beza), but is, according to the context (see ver. 16 ff.), simply to be taken 
as quite general: the whole of that which exists (has been created); (2) that 
the reconciling subject is here not Christ (Hofmann, in accordance with 
his incorrect reference of cidéxyce in ver. 19), but God, who through Christ 
(d¢ abrov) reconciled all things; (8) that consequently amoxaradAdéar can- 
not be meant of the transforming of the misrelation between the world and 
Christ into a good relation (Hofmann), and just as little of the reconcilia- 
tion of all things with one another, of the removal of mutual hostility 
among the constituent elements composing ra méavra, but only of the uni- 
versal reconciliation with the God who is hostile to sin,’ as is clearly evident 
from the application to the readers in ver. 21. The only correct sense 
therefore is, that the entire universe has been reconciled with God through Christ. 
But how far? [XXVIII h.] In answering this question, which cannot 
be disposed of by speculation beyond the range of Scripture as to the 


1 According to Holtzmann, p. 92, the author derstanding and of heterogeneous ideas, and 


is assumed to have worked primarily with the 
elements of the fundamental passage 2 Cor, y. 
18 f., which he has taken to apply to the cos- 
mical aroxata\Aayy. But, instead of appre- 
hending this as the function of the risen 
Christ, he. has by 6a rod atwaros «.7.A. occa- 
sioned the coincidence of two dissimilar 
spheres of conception, of which, moreover, 
the one is introduced as form for the other. 
The interpolator reproduces and econcen- 
trates the thought of Eph. i. 7, 10, ii, 13-17, 
bringing the idea of a cosmical reconciliation 
(Eph, i. 10) into expression in such a way 
“that he, led by the sound of the terminology, 
takes up at the same time and includes the thought 
of the reconciliation of the Jews and Gentiles.” 
In opposition to this view, the exegesis of the 
details in their joint bearing on the whole will 
avail to show that the passage with all its dif- 
ficulty is no such confused medley of misun- 


contains nothing un-Pauline. The extension 
of the reconciliation to the celestial spheres, 
in particular, has been regarded as un-Paul- 
ine (see, especially, Holtzmann, p. 231 ff.). 
But even in the epistles whose genuineness 
is undisputed it is not difficult to recognize 
the presuppositions, from which the sublime 
extension of the conception to an universality 
of cosmic effect in our passage might ensue. 
We may add, that Eph. i. 10 is not “ the lead- 
ing thought of the interpolation” at ver. 16 ff. 
(Holtzmann, p. 151); in ver. 16 ff. much more 
is said, and of other import. 

® As if we might say in German, abversohnen, 
that is: to finish quite the reconciliation. 
Comp. apiraonec@at, Plat. Legg. ix. p. 873 A. 

8 God is the subject, whose hostility is re- 
moved by the reconciliation (comp. on Rom. 
v.10); ra mavra is the object, which was af- 
fected by this hostility grounded of necessity 
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having entered into the finite and having returned again to the infinite 
(Usteri), nor by the idea imported into azoxaraza. of gathering up into the 
unity of absolute final aim (Baur, neut. Theol. p. 257), the following con- 
siderations are of service: (a) The original harmony, which in the state 
of innocence subsisted between God and the whole creation, was annulled 
by sin, which first obtained mastery over a portion of the angels, and in 
consequence of this (2 Cor. xi. 3), by means of the transgression of Adam, 
over all mankind (Rom. y. 12). .Comp. on Eph.i.10. (6) Not only had 
sinful mankind now become alienated from God by sin and brought upon 
themselves His hostility (comp. ver. 21), but also the whole of the non- 
rational creation (Rom. vill. 19-ff.) was affected by this relation, and given 
up by God to yaracéryg and dovieia tig gbopac (see on Rom. I. ¢.). (¢) In- 
deed, even the world of heavenly spirits had lost its harmony with God 
as it originally existed, since a portion of the angels—those that had 
fallen—formed the kingdom of the devil, in antagonism to God, and 
became forfeited to the wrath of God for the everlasting punishment 
which is prepared for the devil and his angels. (d) But in Christ, by 
means of His iAacripwv, through which God made peace (eipyvoroujcac 
«.7.4.), the reconciliation of the whole has taken place, in virtue of the 
blotting out, thereby effected, of the curse of sin. Thus not merely has 
the fact effecting the reconciliation as its causa meritoria taken place, but 
the realization of the wniversal reconciliation itself is also entered upon, 
although it is not yet completed, but down to the time of the Parousia is 
only in course of development, inasmuch, namely, as in the present aidv 
the believing portion of mankind is indeed in possession of the teconcilia- 
tion, but the unreconciled unbelievers (the tares among the wheat) are not 
yet separated; inasmuch, further, as the-non-intelligent creation still re- 
mains inits state of corruption occasioned by sin (Rom. viii.) ; and lastly, in- 
asmuch as until the Parousia even the angelic world sees the kingdom of the 
~ devil which has issued from it still—although the demoniac powers have been 
already vanquished by the atoning death, and have become the object of di- 
vine triumph (ii. 15)—not annulled, and still in dangerous operation (Eph, 
vi. 12) against the Christian church. But through the Parousia the recon- 
ciliation of the whole which has been effected in Christ will reach its 
consummation, when the unbelieving portion of mankind will be sepa- 
rated and consigned to Gehenna, the whole creation in virtue of the 
Palingenesia (Matt. xix. 28) will be transformed into its original perfec- 
tion, and the new heaven and the new earth will be constituted as the 
dwelling of dcasocivy (2 Pet. iii. 18) and of the dééa of the children of 
God (Rom. viii. 21); while the demoniae portion of the angelic world 
will be removed from the sphere of the new world, and cast into hell. 
Accordingly, in the whole creation there will no longer be anything 


on the holiness and righteousness of God. smavra would not be suitable; because the 
Tf the hostile disposition of men towards God, | whole universe might, indeed, be affected by 
which had become removed by the recon- the hostility of God against sin, but could not 
ciliation, were meant (Kitsch! in the Jahrb.f. itself be hostilely disposed towards Hina. 
Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 515), the universa! ra See, moreover, on ver. 21. 
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alienated from God and object of His hostility, but ré xdévra will be in 
harmony and reconciled with Him; and God Himself, to whom Christ 
gives back the regency which He has hitherto exercised, will become the 
only Ruler and All in All (1 Cor. xv. 24, 28). This collective reconcilia- 
tion, although its consummation will not occur until the Parousia, is yet 
justly designated by the aorist infinitive azoxarazAdga, because to the 
telic conception of God in the edddcyce it was present as one moment in 
conception.—The angels also are necessarily included in 7a xévra (comp. 
subsequently, ra év roi¢ vipavoic); and in this case—seeing that a recon- 
ciliation of the angels who had not fallen, who are holy and minister to 
Christ (Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 269 ff.), considered in themselves as in- 
dividuals, cannot be spoken of, and is nowhere spoken of in the N. T.'\— 
it is to be observed that the angels are to be conceived according to category, 
in so far, namely, as the hostile relation of God towards the fallen angels 
affected the angelic world viewed asa whole. The original normal rela- 
tion between God and this higher order of spirits is no longer existing, so 
long as the kingdom of demons in antagonism to God still subsists— 
which has had its powers broken no doubt already by the death of Christ 
(ii. 14 f£; Heb. ii. 14), but will undergo at length utter separation—a result 
which is to be expected in the new transformation of the world at the 
Parousia. The idea of reconciliation is therefore, in conformity with the 
manner of popular discourse, and according to the variety of the several 
objects included in ra zavra, meant partly in an immediate sense (in ref- 
erence to mankind), partly in a mediate sense (in reference to the kriov 
affected by man’s sin, Rom. viii., and to the angelic world affected by its 
partial fall) ;* the idea of aroxaradAaga, in the presence of the all-embrac- 
ing Ta rdvra, is as it were of an elastic nature.’ At the same time, how- 


1 According to Ignatius, Smyrn.6,the angels | enervating weakening of the idea into that 


also, éav KH MuTTEVTwOLY eis TO aima Xprorod, in- of transposition from the misrelation into a 
ecurjudgment. Butthiseconception of angels good one, or of “an action, which makes one, 
needing reconciliation, and possibly even un- who stands ill to another, stand well to him.” 


believing, is doubtless merely an abstraction, In such a misrelation (namely, to Christ, ac- 
just as is the idea of an angel teaching falsely cording to the erroneous view of evdSdxnce) 
(Gal. i. 8). It is true that, according to 1 Cor, ‘ stand, in Hofmann’s view, even the “spirits 
vi. 3, angels also are judged; but this presup- — col/ectively,” in so far as they bear sway in the 
poses not believing and unbelieving angels, — world-life deteriorated by human sin, instead 
but various stages of moral perfection and of in the realization of salvation—Richard 
purity in the angelic world, when confronted Schmidt, l. c. p. 195, also proceeds to dilute the 
with the absolute ethical standard, which in notion of reconciliation into that of the bring- 
Christianity must present itself even to the ing to Christ, inasmuch as he explains the 
angels (Eph. iii. 10). Comp. on 1 Cor. vi. 3. katad\Aagoew as effected by the fact that 
2The idea of awoxatadAcéa is notin this Christ has heecome the head of all, and all has 
view to be altered, but has as its necessary been putin dependence on him. Hilgenfeld, 
presupposition the idea of hostility, as is clear lc. p. 261 f., justly rejects this alteration of the 
from eipnvoroujoas and from €x@povs, ver. 21, sense, which is at variance with the following 
compared with Eph. ii.16! Compare Fritzsche, context, but adheres, for his own part, to the 
ad Rom. I. p. 276 ff.; Eur. Med. 870: dcaAdayq- — statement that here the author in a Gnostic 
va THs €xOpas, Soph. Aj. 731 (744): Oeotow ws . fashion has in view disturbances of peace in 
KatahraxO) xdAov, Plat. Rep. p.566 E: mpos rovs ‘the heavenly spheres (in the wAjpwpa). 
1&0 €xOpods Trois pev KaTaAAay)), ToVs 5é Kal Srad- 3Comp. Philippi, Glawbensl. 1V. 2, p. 269 f., 
Geipp. This applies also against Hofmann’s ed. 2. 
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ever, adroxaradA. is not to be made equivalent (Melanchthon, Grotius, Corne- 
lius a Lapide, Flatt, Bahr, Bleek, and others) to droxegatadoachar (Eph. i. 
10), which is rather the sequel of the former; nor is it to be conceived as 
merely completing the harmony of the good angels (who are not to be 
thought absolutely pure, Job iv. 18, xv. 15; Mark x. 18; 1 Cor. vi. 3) with 
God (de Wette), and not in the strict sense therefore restoring it—an in- 
terpretation which violates the meaning of the word. Calvin, neverthe- 
less, has already so conceived the matter, introducing, moreover, the ele- 
ment—foreign to the literal sense—of confirmation in righteousness: 
“quum creaturae sint, extra lapsus periculum non essent, nisi Christi gratia 
fuissent conjirmati.”” According to Ritschl, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 
1863, p. 522 f., Paul intends to refer to the angels that had been active in 
the law-giving on Sinai (Deut. xxxili. 2; Ps. Ixvii. 18, LX X.), to whom he 
attributes “a deviation from‘God’s plan of salvation.” But this latter 
idea cannot be made good either by ii. 15, or by Gal. iii. 19, or by Eph. iii. 
10, as, indeed, there is nothing in the context to indicate any such refer- 
ence to the angels of the law in particular, The exegetical device tra- 
ditionally resorted to, that what was meant with respect to the angels was 
their reconciliation, not with God, but with men, to whom on account of 
sin they had been previously inimical (so Chrysostom, Pelagius, Theodo- 
ret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Zanchius, Cameron, Calovius, Estius, 
Bengel, Michaelis, Bohmer, and others), is an entirely erroneous make- 
shift, incompatible with the language of the passage.—ei¢ avrév] is indeed 
to be written with the spiritus lenis, as narratmg the matter from the 
standpoint of the author, and because a reflexive emphasis would be with- 
out a motive; but it is to be referred, not to Christ, who, as mediate agent 
of the reconciliation, is at the same time its aim (Bahr, Huther, Olshau- 
sen, de Wette, Reiche, Hofmann, Holtzmann, and others; comp. Estius, 
also Grotius: “ut ipsi pareant”), but to God, constituting an instance of 
the abbreviated form of expression very usual among Greek writers 
(Kuhner, II. 1, p. 471) and in the N. T. (Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 621]), the 
constructio praegnans: to reconcile to Godward, so that they are now no 
longer separated from God (comp. az7/Aorp., ver. 21), but are to be united 
with Him in peace. Thus ei¢ aiz., although identical in reality, is not in 
the mode of conception equivalent to the mere dative (Eph. ii. 16, Rom. 
_ vy. 10; 1 Cor. vii. 11; 2 Cor. v. 18, 19, 20), as Beza, Calvin, and many 
others take it. The, reference to Christ must be rejected, because the 
definition of the aim would have been a special element to be added to 
6’ avrov, Which, as im ver. 16, would have been expressed by kai cig aitdv, 
and also because the explanation which follows (eipyvorogoag «.7.A.) con- 
cerns and presupposes simply the mediate agency of Christ (d¢ airov).— 
elpnvoroqoac, [XXVIII é.] down to cravpod abrov, 18 a modal definition of 
dv aitov axoxataAAdga (not a parenthesis): so that He concluded peace, etc., 
inasmuch, namely, as the blood of Christ, as the expiatory offering, is 
meant to satisfy the holiness of God, and now His grace 1s to have free 
course, Rom. v. 1; Eph. vi. 15. The aorist participle is, as ver. 21 shows, 
to be understood as conlemporary with aroxaradA. (see on Eph. i. 9, and 
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Kiuhner, II. 1, p. 161 f.; Miiller in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1872, p. 651 ©), 
and not antecedent to it (Bahr), as has been incorrectly held by Ernesti in 
consistency with his explanation of ver. 19 (see on ver. 19), who, more- 
over, without any warrant from the context, in accordance with Eph. ii. 
14-16, thinks of the conclusion of peace between Jews and Gentiles. The 
nominative refers to the subject, and this is, as in the whole sentence 
since the evddxyoev, not Christ, but God. The verb eipyvoroeiv, occurring 
only here in the N. T., which has elsewhere roeiv eipfvyv (Eph. ii. 15; 
Jas. iii. 18), and also foreign to the ancient Greek, which has eipyvoroioc, is 
nevertheless found in Hermes, ap. Stob. Ecl. ph. i. 52, and in the LXX. 
Prov. x. 10.—dua rot aiu. t. orarpor aitov] that is, by means of the blood to 
be shed on His cross, which, namely, as the sacrificial blood reconciling 
with God (comp. 2 Cor. v. 21), became the causa medians which procured 
the conclusion of peace between God and the world. Rom. 111. 25, v.9 f.; 
Eph. 1.7. The reason, which historically induced Paul to designate the 
blood of Christ with such specific definiteness as the blood of His cross, is 
to be sought in the spiritualism of the false teachers, who ascribed to the 
angels a mediating eflicacy with God. Hence comes also the désignation 
—so intentionally material—of the reconciling sacrificial death, ver. 22, 
which Hofmann seeks to avoid as such, namely, as respects its definite 
character of a satisfaction.A—dv aitov] not with the spiritus asper, equiva- 
lent to dv’ éavrov, as those take it who refer elpyvoroujoac to Christ as sub- 
ject, (éavrdv éxdobc, Theophylact), since this reference is erroneous. But 
neither can 6 aitod be in apposition to dia tod aivatoe 7. ot. abrod (Cas- 
talio, “per ejus sanguinem, h.e. per ewm”’), for the latter, and not the 
former, would be the explanatory statement. It is a reswmption of the 
above-given di aitov, after the intervening definition efpyvoroujoag x.7.A., in 
order to complete the discourse thereby interrupted, and that by once 
more emphatically bringing forward the de airov which stood at the com- 
mencement; “through Him,” I say, to reconcile, whether they be things 
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1Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Lu 
ther, Storr, Heinrichs, Platt, Steiger, Hof- 
mann, and many others. 

2 According to Hofmann, Schriftbew II 1, p 
362 ff., by the blood of the cross, ver 20, the 
death of Christ is meant to be presented as a 
judicial act of violence, and “what befell Him” 
as an ignominy, which He allowed to be m- 
flicted on Him with the view of establishing 
a peace, which brought everything out of 
alienation from Him into fellowship of peace 
with Him. Ver, 22 does not affirm the expia» 
tion of sin, but the transition of mankind, 
which had once for all been effected in Christ, 
from the condition involved in their sin into 
that which came into existence with His 
death. Christ has, in a body like ours, and by 
means of the death to which we are subject, 
done that which we have need of in order that 
we may come to stand holy before Him Not 


different in substance are Hofmann’s utter- 
ances in his Hel Schr. N 7 But when we 
find it there stated “how far Christ has 
hereby (namely, by His having allowed Him- 
self to be put to death as a transgressor by 
men) converted the variance, which subsisted 
between Him and the world created for Him, 
into its opposite, is not here spectfied tn detail,” — 
that is an unwarranted evasion, for the strict 
idea of reconciliation had so definite, clear, 
tirm, and vivid (comp, ver. 14, ii 13 f.) a place 
in the consciousness of the apostle and of the 
ehureh, which was a Pauline one, that it did 
not need, especially in express connection 
with the blood of the cross, any more precise 
mention in detail, Comp, Gal iii. 13, Rom. 
iii. 25, Calvin well says ‘“Ideo pignus et pre- 
trum nostrae cum Deo pacificationis sanguis 
Christi, quia in cruce fusus.” 
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on earth or whether they be things in heaven. Comp. on Eph. i. 11; 
Rom. vill. 23.—eire ra émi tr. y., ite ta év 7. ob0.] divides, without 
“affected tautology ” (Holtzmann), but with a certain solemnity befitting 
the close of this part of the epistle, the 7@ révra into its two component 
parts. As to the quite universal description, see above on 7a wdévra; comp. 
on ver. 16. We have, besides, to notice: (1) that Paul here (it is other- 
wise in ver. 16, where the creation was in question, comp. Gen. i. 1) names 
the earthly things /irst, because the atonement took place on earth, and 
primarily affected things earthly; (2) that the disjunctive expression sire 
. . . eire renders impossible the view of a reconciliation of the two sections 
one with another (Erasmus, Wetstein,Dalmer, and others). To the cate- 
gory of exegetical aberrations belongs the interpretation of Schleier- 
macher, who understands earthly and heavenly things, and includes 
among the latter all the relations of divine worship and the mental tenden- 
cies of Jews and Gentiles relative thereto: “Jews and Gentiles were at 
variance as to both, as to the heavenly and earthly things, and were now 
to be brought together in relation to God, after He had founded peace 
through the cross of His Son.” The view of Baumgarten-Crusius is also 
an utter misexplanation : that the reconciliation of men (Jews and Gen- 
tiles) among themselves, and with the spirit-world, is the thing meant; 
and that the reconciliation with the latter consists in the consciousness 
given back to men of being worthy of connection with the higher spirits. 
—Lastly, against the reference to universal restoration, to which, according 
_ to Olshausen, at least the tendency of Christ’s atonement is assumed to 
have pointed, see on Eph. i. 10, remark 2.! 

Ver. 21. [On Vv. 21-23, see Note X XIX. page 275.] As far as ver 23, an 
application to the readers of what had been said as to the reconciliation, 
in order to animate them, through the consciousness of this blessing, to 
stedfastness in the faith (ver. 23).—x«ai tyac «.7.A.] [X XIX a.] you also, not: 
and you, so that it would have to be separated by a mere comma from 
the preceding verse, and ww? 62... Gavarov would, notwithstanding its 
great importance, come to be taken as parenthetical (Lachmann), or as 
quite breaking off the discourse, and leaving it unfinished (Ewald). It 
begins a new sentence, comp. Eph. ii. 1; but observe, at the same time, 
that Eph. ii. is much too rich in its contents to admit of these contents 
being here compressed into vy. 20, 21 (in opposition to Holtzmann, p. 
150). As to the way in which Holtzmann gains an immediate connection 
with what precedes, see on ver. 19. The construction (following the read- 
ing droxaryAdayyte, see the critical notes) has become anacoluthic, 
inasmuch as Paul, when he began the sentence, had in his mind the active 
verb (which stands in tne Recepta), but he does not carry out this formation 
of the sentence; on the contrary, in his versatility of conception, he 
suddenly starts off and continues in a passive form, as if he had begun 
with «ai tueic «.7.A2—arndhorp. K.7.4.] when ye were once in the state of 


1Comp. also Schmid in the Jahrb. f.d. Theol. T. 567 ff]; and upon the aorist, Buttmann, 
1870, p. 133. Neut. Gr. p. 171 [E. T. 197]. 


2See Matthiae, p. 1524; Winer, p. 527 ff. [E. 
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estrangement, characterizes their heathen condition. As to amydAoro., see 
on Eph. ii. 12; from which passage ad ri¢ modureiac t.’Iop. is here as 
unwarrantably supplied (Heinrichs, comp. Flatt), as is from Eph. iv. 14 
Tic Cwh¢ tov Ocov (Bahr). In conformity with the context, seeing that 
previously God was the subject as author of reconciliation, the being 
estranged from God (700 Ocov), the being excluded from His fellowship, is 
to be understood. Comp. Geo. év t. xéouy, Eph. ii. 12. On the subject- 
matter, Rom. i. 21 ff—éyOpoic] sc. 76 OcG, in a passive sense (comp. on Rom. 
v. 10, xi. 28): invisos Deo,’ as is required by the idea of having become 
reconciled, through which God’s enmity against sinful men, who were 
réxva gboee dpypc (Eph. ii. 8), has changed into mercy towards them? This 
applies in opposition to the usual active interpretation, which Hofmann 
also justly rejects: hostile towards God, Rom. viii. 7; Jas. iv. 4 (so still 
Huther, de Wette, Ewald, Ritschl, Holtzmann), which is not to be com- 
bined with the passive sense (Calvin, Bleek).—r7 dvavoie and év roi¢ épyote rt. 
m. belong to both the preceding elements; the former as dative of the 
cause: on account of their disposition of mind they were once alienated 
from God and hateful to Him; the latter as specification of the overt, actual 
sphere of life, in which they had been so (in the wicked works, in which their 
godless and God-hated behaviour had exhibited itself). Thus information 
is given, as to am7AA. and éy@potc, of an internal and of an external kind. 
The view which takes 77 dcavoia as dative of the respect (comp. Eph. iv. 18): 
as respects disposition (so, following older expositors, Huther, de Wette, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald), would no doubt suit the erroneous active 
explanation of éy6p., but would furnish only a superfluous definition to it, 
as it is self-evident that the enmity towards God resides in the disposition. 
Luther incorrectly renders: “ through the reason ;” for the dav. is not the 
reason itself, but its immanent activity (see especially, Plato, Soph. p. 263 
FE), and that here viewed under its moral aspect; comp. on Eph. iv. 18. 
Beza (“mente operibus malis intenta”), Michaelis, Storr, and Bihr 
attach év toi¢ &pyow «7.0. to rH diavoia. This is grammatically admissible, 
since we may say davoeicba év, animo versari in (Ps. Ixxiii. 8; Ecclus. vi. 
87; Plato, Prot. p. 341 E), and therefore the repetition of the article was 
not necessary. But the badness of the disposition was so entirely self- 
evident from the context, that the assumed more precise definition by é» 
roe épy. tT. Tovyp. Would appear tediously circumstantial.—The articles ry 
and roig denote the disposition which they have had, and the works which 


1Compare the phrase very current in the 
elassieal writers, from Homer onward, éx@pos 
Oeois, quem Dir oderunt. 

2See Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 576 ff., who 
aptly explains karadAAdooeo Oat tiv. In alicu- 
jus favorem venire, qui antea succensuerit. 
Comp. Philippi, Glaubensl. IV. 2, p. 265 ff, ed. 
2. The reconciliation of men takes place 
when God, instead of being further angry at 
them, has become gracious towards them,— 
when, consequently, He Himself 1s reconciled, 


Comp. Luke xviii. 13; 2 Cor v.19. So long as 
His wrath is not changed, and consequently 
He is not reconciled, men remain unrecon- 
ciled. 2Mace vii.33: 0 Gav xvpios.  Bpaxéws 
eTwpyloTat Kat TaAly KaTaAAayyoeTat ToLs Eav- 
tov SovAors comp. Vili. 29, 1. 5, v 20; Clem 
Cor. 1 48; txerevovtes avtdv (God), orws tAews 
yevdmevos emcxataddayy yuiv In Constt Apost. 
viii. 12. 14, itis said of Christ that He ro xéope 
xatnAdake God, and 217, of God: cod KataAAa- 
yévtos avrocs (with believers), 
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they have done. In the latter case the subjoined attributive furnished with 
the article (roic rovypoic) is not causal (“ because they were bad,” Hofmann), 
but emphatically brings into prominence the quality, as at’ Eph. vi. 13; 1 
Cor. vii. 14, and often (Winer, p. 126 [E. T. 182]).—vuri 2 aroKxarnAdaynre | 
as if previously tueic «.7.2. were used (see above); Ye also... have neverthe- 
less now become reconciled. On 6é after participles which supply the place 
of the protasis, as here, where the thought is: although ye formerly, etc, 
see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 374 ff.; Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 186; Kihner, ad. 
Xen, Mem. iii. 7. 8, Anab. vi. 6. 16. On vv, with the aorist following, 
comp. ver. 26; Rom. vii. 6; Eph. ii. 13; Plat. Symp. p. 198 A: mpd roi . 
Ev juev, vert dé dia tiv aduxiay dupxichyuev bd T. Oeod. Ellendt. Lex Soph. II. p. 
176; Kukner, II. 2, p. 672. It denotes the present time, which has set in . 
With the aroxar7/42. (comp. Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 171 [E. T. 197]); and 
the latter has taken place objectively through the death of Christ, ver. 22, 
although realized subjectively in the readers only when they became 
believers—whereby the reconciliation became appropriated to them, and 
there existed now for them a decisive contrast of their vi with their . 
xoré.| The reconciling subject is, according to the context (vv. 19, 20), not 
Christ (as at Eph. ii. 16), through whom (comp. Rom. v. 10; 2 Cor. v. 18) 
the reconciliation has taken place (see ver. 20), but, as at 2 Cor. v.19, 
God? For the reference to Christ even the reading daroxar#AAakev would 
by no means furnish a reason, far less a necessity, since, on the contrary, 
even this active would have, according to the correct explanation of 
evdéxyce in ver. 19, to be taken as referring to God (in opposition to 
Hofmann). sa 
Vev. 22. ’Ev 16 céuati x.7.2.] that, by means of which they have been 
reconciled ; corresponding to the 6? airotd and 6:4 tov aipatog Tov otavpovd abtov 
of ver. 20: in the body of His flesh by means of death. Since God is the 
reconciling subject, we are not at liberty, with Elzevir, Scholz, and others, 
to read airot (with the spiritus asper), which would not be justified, even 
though Christ were the subject. We have further to note: (1) did r. avdrov 
informs us whereby the being reconciled év 7@ cépare tr. 0. ab. was brought 
about, namely, by the death occurring, without which the reconciliation 
would not have taken place in the body of Christ. (2) Looking to the 
concrete presentation of the matter, and because the procuring element 
is subsequently brought forward specially and on its Own account by dd, 
the év is not, with Erasmus and many others, to be taken as instrumental, 
but is to be left as local; not however, in the sense that Christ accom- 
plished the aroxaraAAdocew in His body, which was fashioned materially 
like ours (Hofmann, comp. Calvin and others, including Bleek)—which, 
in fact, would amount to the perfectly self-evident point, that it took place 
in His corporeally-human form of being,—but, doubtless, especially as dua 
rov avarov follows, in the sense, that in the body of Christ, by means of the 


1Comp. Luthardt, vom freien Willen, p. Oecumenius, Beza, Calvin, Estius, Calovius, 
403. Heinrichs, and others, including de Wette 
2In opposition to Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Ewald. 


a 
248 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSIANS. 


death therein accomplished, our reconciliation was objectively realized, 
which fact of salvation, therefore, inseparably associated itself with His 
body; comp. é» 7H capxi pov, ver. 24, see alsol Pet. ii, 24 and Huther in 
loc. The conception of substitution, however, though involved in the 
thing (in the iAaorgpwv), is not to be sought in év (in opposition to Bohmer 
and Baumgarten-Crusius). (83) The reason for the intentional use of the 
material description: “in the body which consisted of His flesh” (comp. ii. 
11; Ecclus. xxiii. 16), is to be sought in the apologetic interest of antago- 
nism to the fulse teachers, against whom, however, the charge of Docetism, 
possibly on the ground of ii. 23, can the less be proved (in opposition to 
Beza, Balduin, Béhmer, Steiger, Huther, and Dalmer), as Paul nowhere 
in the epistle expressly treats of the material Incarnation, which he would 
hardly have omitted to do in contrast to Docetism (comp, 1 John). In 
fact, the apostle found sufficient occasion for writing about the reconcilia- 
tion'as he has done here and in ver. 20, in the faith in angels on the part 
of his opponents, by which they ascribed the reconciling mediation with 
God in part to those higher spiritual beings (who are without cu2 tH¢ 
capxéc). Other writers have adopted the view, without any ground what- 
ever in the connection, that Paul has thus written in order to distinguish 
the real body of Christ from the spiritual céua of the church (Bengel, 
Michaelis, Storr, Olshausen). The other céua of Christ, which contrasts 
with His earthly body of flesh (Rom. i. 3, viii. 3), is His glorified heavenly 
body, Phil. iii. 21; 1 Cor. xv. 47 ff. References, however, such as Calvin, 
e.g., has discovered (“ humile, terrenum et infirmitatibus multis obnoxium 
corpus ”’), or Grotius (“ tantas res perfecit instrumento adeo tenui ;” comp. 
also Estius and others), are forced upon the words, in which the form of 
expression is selected simply in opposition to spiritwalistie erroneous doc- 
trines. Just as little may we import into the simple historical statement of 
the means 6:4 rod Oavdrov, with Hofmann, the ignominy of shedding His blood 
on the cross, since no modal definition to that effect is subjoined or indicated. 
—rapactioa tac «.t.A.] Ethical definition of the object aimed at in the 
aroxatyAA.: ye have been reconciled . . . in order to present you, etc. The 
presenting subject is therefore the subject of azoxarnAi., so that it is to be 
explained: iva rapacrionte tuac, ut sisterctis vos, and therefore this continua- 
tion of the discourse is by no means awkward in its relation to the read- 
ing aroKaryAAdyyre (in opposition to de Wette). We should be only justified 
in expecting éavrot¢ (as Huther suggests) instead of tua¢e (comp. Rom. xii. 
1) if (comp. Rom. vi. 13; 2 Tim. ii. 15) the connection required a reflexive 
emphasis. According to the reading azoxar#Adagev the sense is ut sisteret 
vos,in which case, however, the subject would not be Christ (Hofmann), 
but, as in every case since ebdé«noe in ver, 19, God—The point of time at 
which the rapaor. is to take place (observe the aorist) is that of the judg- 
ment, in which they shail come forth holy, etc., before the Judge. Comp. ver. 
28, and on Eph. v, 27. This reference (comp: Bihr, Olshausen, Bleek) is 
required by the context in ver. 23, where the rapacryoa x.7.A. is made 
dependent on continuance in the faith as its condition : consequently there 
cannot be meant the result already accomplished by the reconciliation itself, 
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namely, the state of dxavociyy entered upon through it (so usually, includ- 
ing Hofmann). The state of justification sets in at any rate, and uncon- 
ditionally, through the reconciliation; but it may be lost again, and at the 
Parousia will be found subsisting only in the event of the reconciled 
remaining constant to the faith, by means of which they have appropri- 
ated the reconciliation, ver. 23.—dyiove «.7.2.] does not represent the sub- 
jects as sacrifices (Rom. xii. 1), which would not consist with the fact that 
Christ is the sacrifice, and also would not be in harmony with dvey«a.; it 
rather describes without figure the moral holiness which, after the justifica- 
tion attained by means of faith, is wrought by the Holy Spirit (Rom. vii. 
6, viii. 2, 9, et al.), and which, on the part of man, is preserved and main- 
tained by continuance in the faith (ver. 23). The three predicates are not 
intended to represent the relation “erga Deum, respectu vestri, and 
respectu proximi” (Bengel, Bahr), since, in point of fact, auépove (blameless, 
Eph. i. 4, v. 27; Herod. ii. 177 ; Plat. Rep. p. 487 A: ovd dv 6 Mépoc 76 ye 
Towbrov wéwacro) no less than aveyx2. (reproachless, 1 Cor. i. 8) points to an 
external judgment: but the moral condition is intended to be described 
with exhaustive emphasis positively (dyiovc) and negatively (auou. and 
aveyk2.). The idea of the moral holiness of the righteous through faith is 
thoroughly Pauline; comp. not only Eph. ii. 10, Tit. ii. 14, iii. 8, but also 
such passages as Rom. vi. 1-23, viii. 4 ff.; Gal. v. 22-25; 1 Cor. ix. 24 ff; 
2 Cor. xi. 2, et al—sarevézwv airov] refers to Christ to His judicial appear- 
ance at the Parousia, just as by the previous avrov after capxéce Christ also 
was meant. The wswal reference to God (so Huther, de Wette, Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius, Ewald, Bleek) is connected with the reading dazoxarqAragev 
taken as so referring; comp. Jude 24; Eph. i. 4. The objection that 
katevorwov elsewhere occurs only in reference to God, is without force; for 
that this is the case in the few passages where the word is used, seems to 
be purely accidental, since évézov is also applied to Christ (2 Tim. ii. 14), 
and since in the notion itself there is nothing opposed to this reference. 
The frequent use of the expression “before God” is traceable to the theo- 
cratically national currency of this conception, which by no means 
excludes the expression “ before Christ.” So éuzpoolev is also used of Christ 
in 1 Thess. ii. 19. Comp. 2 Cor. v. 10: égurpoctlev rob Piyarog tod Xpicrod, 
which is a commentary on our xatevérwyv aitov; see also Matt. xxv. 32. 


REMARK.—tThe proper reference of tapacrijoat x.7.A, to the judgment, as also 
the condition appended in ver. 23, place it beyond doubt that what is meant here 
(it is otherwise in Eph. i. 4) is the holiness and blamelessness, which is entered 
upon through justification by faith actu judiciali and is positively wrought by the 
Holy Spirit, but which, on the other hand, is preserved and maintained up to the 
judgment by the sel/-active perseverance of faith in virtue of the new life of the 
reconciled (Rom. vi.) ; so that the justitia inhaerens is therefore neither meant 
alone (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calvin, and others), nor excluded 
(Theodoret, Erasmus, Beza, and others), but is included. Comp. Calovius. 


1S0 also Holtzmann, p. 47, though holding _— syntactically the reference is made to Christ. 
in favor of the priority of Eph. i. 4, that the But, in fact, the one is just as consistent with 
sense requires a reference to God, although __ the sense as the other. 
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Ver. 23. [XXIX b.c.] Requirement, with which is associated not, 
indeed, the being included in the work of reconciliation (Hofmann), but 
the attainment of its blessed final aim, which would otherwise be for- 
feited, namely the rapaorjoa «.7.A. above described: so far at any rate as 
ye, i. e. assuming, namely, that ye, etc. A confidence that the readers 
will fulfill this condition is not conveyed by the eiye in itself (see on 2 
Cor. v. 8; Gal. iii. 4; Eph. iii. 2), and is not implied here by the context; 
but Paul sets forth the relation purely as a condition certainly taking place, 
which they have to fulfill, in order to attain the rapaorjoa: k.r.A.—that 
“fructus in posterum laetissimus” of their reconciliation (Bengel).—r@ 
ricte’] belonging to érwév.: abide by the faith, do not cease from it. See 
on Rom. vi. 1. The mode of this abiding is indicated by what follows 
positively (reGex. x. édpaior), and negatively («. ui) meraxev. x.7.2.), under the 
figurative conception of a building, in which, and that with reference to 
the Parousia pointed at by sapaorioa x.7.4., the hope of the gospel is 
conceived as the foundation, in so far as continuance in the faith is based 
on this, and is in fact not possible without it (ver. 27). “Spe amissa per- 
severantia concidit,’ Grotius. On re@ewer., which is not interjected 
(Holtzmann), comp. Eph. iii. 17; 1 Pet. v.10; and on édpaio, 1 Cor. xv. 
58. The opposite of refewer. is yopic Peuedriov, Luke vi. 49; but it would 
be a contrast to the refeweA. cai édpaior, if they were peraxivobuevor K.7.A. ; 
concerning y#, see Winer, -p. 443 [E. T. 475]; Baeumlein, Part. p. 295.— 
petaxivovu.]| passively, through the influence of false doctrines and other 
seductive forces.—a7é6] away . . . from, so as to stand no longer on hope 
as the foundation of perseverance in the faith. Comp. Gal. i. 6—The 
éAric tov ebayy. (which is proclaimed through the gospel by means of its 
promises, comp. ver. 5, and on Eph. i. 18) is the hope of eternal life in 
the Messianic kingdom, which has been imparted to the believer in the 
gospel. Comp. vv. 4, 5, 27; Rom. v. 2, viii. 24; Tit. i.2-f., iii. 7.—ob 
nxovoate «.7.A.] three definitions rendering the yp) peraxeveicbac x.7.A. in its 
universal obligation palpably apparent to the readers; for such a yera- 
xwveiobac Would, in the case of the Colossians, be inexcusable (0d jxobcare, 
comp. Rom. x. 18), would set at naught the universal proclamation of the 
gospel (rov «ypuyx6. «.7.4.), and would stand in contrast to the personal 
weight of the apostle’s position as its servant (oi éyev. «.7.2.). If, with 
Hofmann, we join tov kypuxfévtog as an adjective to rov evayyedlov, ob 
qxovoare, We withdraw from the od jxobcare that element of practical sig- 
nificance, which it must have, if it is not to be superfluous. Nor is justice 
done to the third point, ob éyevduyv «.7.A., if the words (so Hofmann, comp. 


1Jn our Epistle faith is by no means post- Ephesians), as Holtzmann conceives, p. 216 ff.; 
poned to knowing and perceiving (comp. ii. on the contrary, it was owing to the attitude 
5, 7, 12), as Baur asserts in his Neut. Theol. p. of the apostle towards the antagonistic philo- 
272. The frequent emphasis laid upon know- — sophical speculations. Comp. also Grau, Ent- 
ledge, insight, comprehension, and the like, —_ wickelungsgesch. d. N. T. II. p. 153 fh It was 
is not to be put to the account of anintel- owing to the necessary relations, in which the 
lectualism, which forms a fundamental pe- apostle, with his peculiarity of being al} 
culiarity betokening the author and age of things to all men, found himself placed 
this Epistle (and especially of that to the towards the interests of the time and place. 


& 
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de Wette) are meant to help the apostle, by enforcing what he is thence- 
forth to write with the weight of his name, to come to his condition at that 
time. According to this, they would be merely destined as a transition. 

= In accordance with the context, however, and without arbitrary tamper- 
ing, they can only have the same aim with the two preceding attributives 
which are annexed to the gospel ; and, with this aim, how appropriately 
and forcibly do they stand at the close!! Acdv yap péya qv 7d Mabaov 
évoua, Oecumenius, comp. Chrysostom. Comp. on éy& Haidcc, with a 
view to urge his personal authority, 2 Cor. x. 1; Gal. v. 2; Eph. iii. 1; 1 
Thess. ii. 18; Philem. 19. It is to be observed, moreover, that if Paul 
himself had been the teacher of the Colossians, this relation would cer- 
tainly not have been passed over here in silence.—év racy xricec (without 
tH, see the critical remarks) is to be taken as: in presence of (coram, see 
Ast, Lex. Plat. I. p. 701; Winer, p. 360 [E. T. 385] every creature, before 
everything that is created («riow, as in i. 15). There is nothing created 
under the heayen, in whose sphere and environment (comp. Kiihner, II. 
1, p. 401) the gospel had not been proclaimed. The sense of the word 
must be left in this entire generality, and not limited to the heathen (Bahr). 
Tt is true that the popular expression of universality may just as little be 
pressed here as in ver. 6.2. But as ini. 15, so also here waca xriow is not 
all creation, according to which the sense is assumed to be: “on a stage 
embracing the whole world” (Hofmann). This Paul would properly have 
expressed by é doy 1H xzicet, or év marti TO Kéopum, OY cv bAw TO K.; 
comp. ver.6. The expression is more lofty and poétic than in ver. 6, ap- 
propriate to the close of the section, not a fanciful reproduction betray- 
ing an imitator and a later age (Holtzmann). Omitting even ov jxotcare 
(because it is not continued by ov «ai éy#), Holtzmann arrives merely at 
the connection between ver. 23 and ver. 25: pi petaxi. ard Tov ebvayy. od 
éyev. éy® Tl. didk. kata tiv oixov. T. Geov tiv dobeicdy por ei¢ tuac, Just as he 
then would read further thus: xAnpaca rt. Ady. 7. Oeod, ete 6 Kad Komed 
Gywviiop. Kata Tt. évépy. abtov tiv évepyovu. év épot.—didxovoc] See on Eph. 
iii. 7. Paul has become such through his calling, Gal. 1. 15 f.; Eph. iii. 7. 
Observe the aorist. 

Ver. 24.3 [On Vv. 24-29, see Note XXX. pages 275-278.] A more precise 
description of this relation of service, and that, in ‘the first place, with 
respect to the sufferings which the apostle is now enduring, ver. 24, and 
then with respect to his important calling generally, vv. 25-29.—ac (see the 

pL EE XX a.) viv yaipo «.7.4.: I who now rejoice, etc. How 
touchingly, so as to win the hearts of the readers, does this join itself with 
the last element of encouragement in ver. 23!—riv] places in contrast with 
the great element of his past, expressed by od éyev. «.7.4., which has im- 
posed on the apostle so many sorrows (comp. Acts ix. 16), the situation as 
it now exists with him in that relation of service on his part to the gospel. 


1 According to Baur, indeed, such passages 2Comp. Herm. Past. sim. viii.3; Ign. Rom.2. 
as the present are among those which betray See upon ver. 24, Licke, Progr. 1833; Hu- 
the double personality of the author. ther in the Stud, u. Krit. 1838, p. 189 ff. 
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This present condition, however, he characterizes, in full magnanimous 
appreciation of the sufferings under which he writes, as joyfulness over 
them, and as a becoming perfect in the fellowship of tribulation with 
Christ, which is accomplished through them. It is plain, therefore, that 
the emphatio viv is not transitional (Bahr) or inferential (Lucke: “quae 
cum ita sint”); nor yet is it to be defined, with Olshausen, by arbitrary 
importation of the thought: now, after that I look upon the church as firmly 
established (comp. Dalmer), or, with Hofmann, to be taken as standing in 
contrast to the apostolic activity—év roi¢ raffu.] [XXX b.] over the suffer- 
ings; see on Phil. i. 18; Rom. v. 3. This joy in suffering is so entirely in 
harmony with the Pauline spirit, that its source is not to be sought (in 
opposition to Holtzmann) in 2 Cor. vii. 4, either for the present passage or 
for Eph. iii..13; comp. also Phil. ii. 17—izép iuor] joins itself to rafjuaow 
so as to form one conception, without connecting article. Comp. on vv. 
1,4; 2 Cor. vii. 7; Eph. iii. 13; Gal. iv. 14. Since irép, according to the 
context, is not to be taken otherwise than as in irép rod cm. adrov, it can 
neither mean instead of (Steiger, Catholic expositors, but not Cornelius a 
Lapide or Estius), nor on account of (Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, Flatt; comp. 
Eph. iii. 1; Phil. i. 29), but simply: in commodum,' namely, iva duac Oped- 
joa. Svv7, Oecumenius, and that, indeed, by that honorable attestation and 
glorifying of your Christian state, which is actually contained in my tribula- 
tions; for the latter show forth the faith of the readers, for the sake of 
which the apostle has undertaken and borne the suffering, as the holy 
divine thing which is worthy of such a sacrifice. Comp. Phil. i. 12 ff.; 
Eph. iii. 18. The reference to the example, which confirms the readers’ 
faith (Grotius, Wolf, Bihr, and others), introduces inappropriately a reflec- 
tion, the indirect and tame character of which is not at all in keeping with 
the emotion of the discourse.—The tua», meaning the readers, though the 
relation in question concerns Pauline Christians generally, is to be explained 
by the tendency of affectionate sympathy to individaalize (comp. Phil. i. 
25, il. 17, et al.). It is arbitrary, doubtless, to supply rév évav here from 
Eph. iii. 1 (Flatt, Huther); but that Paul, nevertheless, has his readers in 
view as Gentile Christians, and as standing in a special relation to himself 
as apostle of the Gentiles, is shown by vv. 25-27.—xai] not equivalent to kat 
yép (Heinrichs, Bahr), but the simple and, subjoining to the subjective 
state of feeling the ohjective relation of suffering, which the apostle sees. 
accomplishing itself in his destiny. It therefore carries on, but not from 
the special (tuév) “ad totam omnino ecclesiam ” (Liicke), since the new 
point to be introduced is contained.in the specific avravarAnpd . . . Xprotod, 
and not in trép 7. cbu. abrov. The connection of ideas is rather: “I rejoice 
over my sufferings, and what a holy position is theirs! through them I 
fulfill,” etc. Hence the notion of yaipw is not, with Huther, to be carried 
over also to avravaranpa: and I supplement with joy, etc. At the same 
time, however, the statement introduced by «aé stands related to yaipw as 
elucidating and giving information regarding it.—avravarAypo] [XXX e.]. 


1So also Bisping, who, however, explains it of the meritoriousnees of good works availing for others. 


= 
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The double compound is more graphic than the simple avardypa, Phil. ii. 
30; 1 Cor. xvi. 17 (7 fill up), since avri (to fill wp over against) indicates what 
is brought in for the making complete over against the still existing torepfuara. 
The reference of the dvri lies therefore in the notion of what is lacking; 
inasmuch, namely, as the incomplete is rendered complete by the very 
fact, that the supplement corresponding to what is lacking is introduced 
in its stead. It is the reference of the corresponding adjustment, of the 
supplying of what is still wanting. The distinction of the word from the 
simple dvar/ypovv does not consist in this, that the latter is said of Aim, 
who “ iorépyua a se relictum ipse explet,” and avravarA. of him, who “ alte- 
rius torépyua de suo explet;”* nor yet im the endurance vieing with Christ, 
the author of the afflictions;* but in the circumstance, that in édvravara. 
the filling up is conceived and described as defectui respondens, in dvard., 
on the other hand, only in general as completio5—ra torepjyata] Theplural 
indicates those elements yet wanting in the sufferings of Christ in order to 
completeness. Comp.1 Thess. iii. 10; 2 Cor. ix. 12.—rév Oi). rod Xproroi'] 
rod X. is the genitive of the subject. Paul describes, namely, his own suffer- 
ings, in accordance with the idea of the kowwveiv roig tov Xpiotov rabjuace (1 
Pet. iv. 13; comp. Matt. xx. 22; Heb. xiii. 13), as afflictions of Christ, in so 
far as the apostolic suffering in essential character was the same as Christ 
endured (the same cup which Christ drank, the same baptism with which 
Christ was baptized). Comp. on Rom. viii. 17; 2 Cor. 1.5; Phil. iii. 10. 
The collective mass of these afflictions is conceived in the form of a definite 
measure, just as the phrases avarwr2dvat Kaka, dvarAgoat xaxdv olrov, and the 
like, are current in classic authors, according to a similar figurative con- 
ception (Hom. I]. viii. 34. 354, xv. 132), Schweigh. Lez. Herod. I. p. 42. He 
only who has suffered ail, has filled up the measure. That Paul is now, in 
his captivity fraught with danger to life, on the point (the present avravara, 
indicating the being in the act, see Bernhardy, p. 370) of filling up all that 
still remains behind of this measure of affliction, that he is therefore 
engaged in the final full solution of his task of suffering, without leaving a 
single torépyua in it,—this he regards as something grand and glorious, and 
therefore utters the avravan?npa, which bears the emphasis at the head of 
this declaration, with all the sense of triumph which the approaching com- 
pletion of such a work involves. “J rejoice on account of the sufferings 


1 Many ideas are arbitrarily introduced by 
commentators, in order to bring out of the 
avriin avravara. areciprocal relation. See e.g. 
Clericus: “ I!e ego, qui olim eeclesiam Christi 
yexaveram, nunc vicissim in ejus utilitatem 
pergo multa mala perpeti.” Others (see al- 
ready Oecumenius) have found in it the 
meaning: for requital of that which Christ 
suffered for us; comp. also Grimm in his 
Lexicon. Wetstein remarks shortly and 
rightly: “avri vorepjuatos succedit mArpw- 
pa,”—or rather avarAyjpwpa. 

2Comp. Dem. 182. 22: avtavamAnpotytes mpos 
Tov evmopwtatov act Tovs amopwratovs (where 


the idea is, that the poverty of the latter is 
compensated for by the wealth of the former) ; 
so also avravarAjpwors, Epicur. ap. Diog. L. 
x. 48; Dio Cass. xliv. 48: ovov... évéder, tovTO 
é€x THS Tapa Tov GAAwy guVTeAcias avTavaTAn- 
pw0j. Comp. ayteurimAnu, Xen. Anab. iv. 5, 
28; avravurdndew, Xen. Hell. ii. 4. 12; and 
avtirAnpouv, Ken. Cyr. ii. 2. 26. 

So Winer, de verbor.c. praepos in NV. T. usu, 
1838, III. p. 22. 

4 Fritzsche, ad Rom. ITI. p. 275. 

5See 1 Cor. xvi. 17: Phil. ii. 30; Plat. Legg. 
xii. p. 957 A, Tim. p. 78 D, et al. Comp. also 
Tittmann, Rynon. p. 230. 
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which I endure for you, and—so hignly have I to esteem this situation of 
affliction—I am in the course of furnishing the complete fulfillment of 
what in my case still remains in arrear of fellowship of affliction with Christ.” 
This lofty consciousness, this feeling of the grandeur of the case, very 
naturally involved not only the selection of the most graphic expression 
possible, dvravaraypa, to be emphatically prefixed, but also the description, 
in the most honorable and sublime manner possible, of the apostolic 
afflictions themselves as the OAépece rod Xpiorov,! since in their kind and 
nature they are no other than those which Christ Himself has suffered. 
These sufferings are, indeed, sufferings for Christ's sake,* but they are not: 
so designated by the genitive; on the contrary, the designation follows the 
idea of ethical identity, which is conveyed in the icduocpov eivae TO XpwT@, as 
in Phil. iii. 10. Nor are they to be taken, with Liicke (comp. Fritzsche, 
lc.), as: “afflictiones, quae Paulo apostolo Christo auctore et auspice Christo 
perferendae erant,’ since there is no ground to depart from the primary 
and most natural designation of the suffering subject (64iy~x¢, with the geni- 
tive of the person, is always so used in the N. T., e.g. in 2 Cor. i. 4, 8, iv. 
17; Eph. iii. 12; Jas. i. 27), considering how current -is the idea of the 
xowwvia of the sufferings of Christ. Theodoret’s comment is substantially 
correct, though not exhibiting precisely the relation expressed by the 
genitive: Xpiord¢ tov inép tH¢ ExKAnoiag KatedéEato Oavarov . . . Kai Ta GAAa 
boa bréuewe, Kat 6 Osiog amécToAo¢ oabtuc iméip adtijg Unéoty Ta TotKiAa raby-' 
pata. Ewald imports more, when he says that Paul designates his suffer- 
ings from the point of view of the continuation and further accomplish- 
ment of the divine aim in the sufferings of Christ. Quite erroneous, how- 
ever, because at variance with the idea that Christ has exhausted the 
suffering appointed to Him in the decree of God for the redemption of the 
world (comp. also John xi. 52, xix. 80; Luke xxii. 87, xviii. 31; Rom. iii. 
25; 2 Cor. v. 21, et al.), is not only the view of Heinrichs: “ qualia et Christ- 
us passurus fuisset, si diutius vivisset,’* but also that of Hofmann, who 
explains it to mean: the supplementary continuation of the afflictions which 
Christ suffered in His earthly life—a continuation which belonged to the 
apostle as apostle of the Gentiles, and consisted in a suffering which could 
not have affected Christ, because He was only sent to the lost sheep of 
Israel. As if Christ’s suffering were not, throughout the N. T., the one 
perfect and completely valid suffering for all mankind, but were rather to 
be viewed under the aspect of two quantitative halves, one of which He 
bore Himself as dcdxovog mepironije (Rom. xv. 8), leaving the other behind to 
be borne by Paul as the diddoxakoc ivav; so that the first, namely, that 
which Jesus suffered, consisted in the fact that Israel brought Him to the 
cross, because they would not allow Him to be their Saviour; whilst the 
other, as the complement of the first, consisted in this, that Paul lay in cap- 


\ 
1When de Wette describes our view of on 7. 6A, rT. X. 


OAL, 7. x. as tame, and Schenkel as tautologi- 2So Vatablus, Schoettgen, Zachariae, Storr, 
cal, the incorrectness of this criticism arises Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Béhmer, and others; 
from their not observing that the stress of comp. Wetstein. 


the expression lies on dvravamAnpa, and not °So substantially also Phot. Amphil. 143. 


CHAP. I. 24. 255 


tivity with his life at stake, because Israel would not permit him to proclaim 
that Saviour to the Gentiles. Every explanation, which involves the idea 
of the suffering endured by Christ in the days of His flesh having been 
incomplete and needing supplement, is an anomaly which offends against 
the analogy of faith of the N. T. And how incompatible with the deep 
humility of the apostie (Eph. iii. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 9) would be the thought of 
being supposed to supplement that, which the highly exalted One (ver. 15 
ff.) had suffered for the reconciliation of the universe (ver. 20 ff)! Only 
when misinterpreted in this fashion can the utterance be regarded as one 
perfectly foreign to Paul (as is asserted by Holtzmann, pp. 21 f., 152, 226); 
even Eph. i. 22 affords no basis for sweh a view. As head of the Church, 
which is His body, and which He fills, He is in statu gloriae in virtue of 
His kingly office. Others, likewise, holding the genitive to be that of the 
subject, have discovered here the conception of the suffering of Christ in the 
Church, His body,’ so that when the members suffer, the head suffers also. 
But the idea of Christ suffering in the sufferings of His people (Olshausen: - 
“ Christ is the suffering God in the world’s history !’’) is nowhere found in 
the N. T., not even in Acts ix. 4, where Christ, indeed, appears as the One 
against whom the persecution of Christians is directed, but not as affected 
bu it in the sense of suffering. He lives in His people (Gal. ii. 20), speaks in 
them (2 Cor. xiil. 3); His heart beats in them (Phil. i. 8); He is mighty in 
them (ver. 29), when they are weak (2 Cor. xii. 9), their hope, their life, 
their victory; but nowhere is it said that He suffers.in them. This idea, 
moreover—which, consistently carried out, would involve even the con- 
ception of the dying of Christ in the martyrs—would be entirely opposed 
to the victoriously reigning life of the Lord in glory, with whose death all 
His sufferings are at an end, Acts 11. 34 ff; 1 Cor. xv. 24; Phil. ii. 9 ff; 
Luke xxiv. 26; John xix. 30. Crucified 2& dofeveiac, He lives é« duvapews 
@cov, 2 Cor. xiii. 4, at the right hand of God exalted above all the heavens 
and filling the universe (Eph. i. 22 f., iv. 10), ruling, conquering, and 
beyond the reach of further suffering (Heb. iii. 18 ff.).. The application 
made by Cajetanus, Bellarmine, Salmeron, and others, of this explanation / 
for the purpose of establishing the treaswry of indulgences, which consists 
of the merits not merely cf Christ but also of the apostles and saints, is a 
Jewish error (4 Mace. vi. 26, and Grimm in loc.), historically hardly worthy 
of being noticed, though still defended, poorly enough, by Bisping.—év ri 
capki pov] belongs to avravar2., as to which it specifies the more precise mode; 
not to trav Ain. +. X. (so Storr, Flatt, Bahr, Steiger, Bohmer, Huther), with 
which it might be combined so as to form one idea, but it would convey a 
more precise description of the Christ-sufferings experienced by the apos- 
tle, for which there was no motive, and which was evident of itself. Belong- 


1Comp. also Sabatier, Vapétre Paul, p. Theodore of Mopsuestia, Augustine, Erasmus, 
213. Luther, Beza, Calvin, Melanchthon, Clarius, 
230 Chrysostom and Theophylact (who Cornelius a Lapide, Vitringa, Bengel, Mi- 
compare the apostle with a lieutenant, who, chaelis, and others, including Steiger, Bihr, 
when the general-in-chief is removed, takes Olshausen, de Wette, Schenkel, Dalmer; 
the latter’s place and receives his wounds), comp. Grotius and Caloyius, and even Bleek. 
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ing to dvravard., it contains with brép tod ody. a. a pointed definition (cap& 
... cana) of the mode and of the aim.!’ Paul accomplishes that avravaray- 
powv in his flesh,? which in its natural weakness, exposed to suffering and 
death, receives the affliction from without and feels it psychically (comp. 
2 Cor. iv. 11; Gal. iv. 14; 1 Pet. iv. 1), for the benefit of the body of Christ, 
which is the church (comp. ver. 18), for the confirmation, advancement, 
and glory of which (comp. above on imép inév) he endures the Christ- 
sufferings. Comp. Eph. iii. 13. The significant purpose of the addition 
of év tH capxt x.7.A. is to bring out more clearly and render palpable, in 
connection with the avravarAypo x.7.4., What lofty happiness he experiences 
in this very dvravarAypowv. He is therein privileged to step in with his 
mortal odpé for the benefit of the holy and eternal body of Christ, which is 
the church. 

Ver. 25. That He suffers thus, as is stated in ver. 24, for the good of the 
church, is implied in his special relation of service to the latter ; hence the 
epexegetical relative clause je éyevduny x.7.2. (Comp. on ver. 18): whose 
servant I have become in conformity with my divine appointment as: 
preacher to the Gentiles (kara 7. oixov. x.7.2.). In this way Paul now brings 
this his specific and distinctive calling into prominence after the general 
description of himself as servant of the gospel in ver. 23, and here again he 
gives expression to the consciousness of his individual authority by the 
emphasized éyé. The relation of the testimony regarding himself in ver. 
25 to that of ver: 23 is climactic, not that of a clumsy duplicate (Holtz- 
mann).—«ata Tv oiKxovon. «.7.A.] [XXX d.] in accordance with the steward- 
ship of God, which is given to me with reference to you. The oixovouia tr. Osod 
is in itself nothing else than a characteristic designation of the apostolic 
office, in so far as its holder is appointed as administrator of the household 
of God (the oikodeorérnc), by which, in the theocratic figurative conception, 
is denoted the church (comp. 1 Tim. iii. 15). Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 17, iv. 1; 
Tit. i.7. Hence such an one is, in consequence of this office conferred upon 
him, in his relation to the church the servant of the latter (2 Cor. iv. 5), to 
which function God has appointed him, just because he is His steward. 
This sacred stewardship then receives its more precise distinguishing defi- 
nition, so far as it is entrusted to Paul, by the addition of ei¢ iwae «7A. It 
is purely arbitrary, and at variance with the context (r)v dof. ox), to 
depart from the proper signification, and to take it as institution, arrange- 
ment (see on Eph. i. 10, iii. 2).3—eic duac] although the office concerned Gen- 
tile Christians generally; a concrete appropriation as in ver.24. Comp.on 
Phil.i.24. Itis tobe joined with r. dodeicdy wou, asin Eph. iii.2; not with ranpo- 
oa «7.4. (Hofmann), with the comprehensive tenor of which the individual- 


1Steiger rightly perceived that év tr. capxé, x, T.A., We ought to join éy tH capxi gov with 
and vmép r.°o. a. belong together; but he er- — rav Odiy. 7. X., as the latter would otherwise 
roneously coupled both with rév 6A. 7. X. be without any reference to the person of the 
(“the sufferings which Christ endures in my apostle. Ithas,in fact, this reference through 
flesh for His body”), owing to his incorrect the very statement, that the avravarAnpoov 
view of the OAcpecs 7. X. x.7.A. takes place in the flesh of the apostle. 

2?Hofmann thinks, without reason, that, $So Chrysostom and his successors (with . 
according to our explanation of dvtavamAnp® much wavering), Beza, Calvin, Estius, Rosen- 
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izing “for you” is not in harmony, when it is properly. explained (see 


below).—rAypéca: «.r.2..] telic infinitive, depending on rv dobeicéy por el¢ 
tuac, beside which it stands (Rom. xv. 15 f.); not on je éyev. didn. (Huther). 
Paul, namely, has received the office of Apostle to the Gentiles, in order 
through the discharge of it to bring to completion the gospel (rdv Aédyov +. 
Gcov, 1 Cor. xiv. 36; 2 Cor. ii. 17, iv. 2; 1 Thess. ii. 18; Acts iv. 29, 31, vi. 
2, and frequently), obviously not as regards its contents, but as regards its 
universal destination, according to which the knowledge of salvation had 
not yet reached its fullness, so long as it was only communicated to the 
Jews and not to the Gentiles also. The latter was accomplished through 
Paul, who thereby made full the gospel—conceived, in respect of its pro- 
clamation in accordance with its destiny, as a measure to be filled—just 
because the divine stewardship for the Gentiles had been committed to 
him. The same conception of xA#pwore occurs in Rom. xv. 19.1 Partly 
from not attending to the contextual reference to the element, contained 
in r. do8. wor ec iuac, of the x24pworc of the gospel which was implied in the 
Gentile-apostolic ministry, and partly from not doing justice to the verbal 
sense of the selected expression zAypéca, or attributing an arbitrary 
meaning to it, commentators have taken very arbitrary views of the 
passage, such as, for example, Luther: to preach copiously; Olshausen, 
whom Dalmer follows: “to proclaim it completely as respects its whole 
tenor and compass;” Cornelius a Lapide: “ut compleam praedicationem 
ev., quam coepit Christus ;” Vitringa, Storr, Flatt, Bihr: zAypotv has 
after 123 the signification of the simple docere; Huther : it means either 
to diffuse, or (as Steiger also takes it) to “realize,” to introduce into the 
life, inasmuch as a doctrine not preached is empty;? de Wette: to 
“ execute,’ the word of God being regarded either as a commission or 
(comp. Heinrichs) as a decree; Estius and others, following Theodoret: 
“ut omnia loca impleam verbo Dei” (quite at variance with the words 
here, comp. Acts y. 28); Fritzsche, ad Rom. III. p. 275; to supplement, 
namely, by continuing the instruction of your teacher Epaphras. Others, 
inconsistently with what follows, have explained the Adyog +. Ocod to 
mean the divine promise (“partim de Christo in genere, partim de 

yocatione gentium,” Beza, comp. Vatablus), in accordance with which 
" xayp. would mean exsequi. Chrysostom has rightly understood r. Ady. r. 
Ocov of the gospel, but takes tAypica, to which he attaches eic inac, as 
meaning: to bring to full, firm faith (similarly Calvin)}—a view justified 
neither by the word in itself nor by the context. 

Ver. 26. Appositional more precise definition of the Aéyo¢ rod Oecd, and 


miiller, and others. Itis well said by Corne- dit.” Similarly Bengel: “ad omnes perdu- 


lius a Lapide: “in domo Dei, quae est.eccle- 
sia, sum oeconomus, ut dispensem ... bona 
et dona Dei domini mei.” Comp. on 1 Cor. 
iy: 1. ; 

1Comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.; also Calovins, 
who rightly says: “Nimirum impletur ita 
yerbum non ratione sui ceu imperfectum, sed 
ratione hominum, cum ad plures sese diffun- 


cere; P. ubique ad summa tendit.” 

2In a similar artificial fashion, emptying 
the purposely chosen expression of its mean- 
ing, Hofmann comes ultimately to the bare 
sense: “to proclaim God’s word,” asserting 
that the word is a fact, and so he who pro- 
claims the fact fulfills it. 


git 
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that as regards its great contents—As to 1d wvorfpiv x.7.A. [XXX e.] the 
decree of redemption, hidden from eternity in God, fulfilled through Christ, 
and made known through the gospel, see on Eph. i. 9. It embraces the 
Gentiles also; and this is a special part of its nature that had been veiled 
(see Eph. iii. 5), which, however, is not brought into prominence till ver. 
27. Considering the so frequent treatment of this idea in Paul’s writings, 
and its natural correlation with that of the yoo, an acquaintance with 
the Gospel of Matthew (xiii. 11) is not to be inferred here (Holtzmann).’— 
and Tov aidven Kk, ard Tov yeveov] This twofold description, as also the repeti- 
tion of axé, has solemn emphasis: from the ages and from the generations. 
The article indicates the ages that had evisted (since the beginning), and 
the generations that have lived. As to axé tév aidvwr, comp. on Eph. iii. 
9. Paul could not write zpd trav aidév., because while the divine decree 
was formed prior to all time (1 Cor. ii. 7; 2 Tim. i. 9), its concealment is not 
conceivable before the beginning of the times and generations of mankind, 
to whom it remained unknown. Expressions such as Rom. xvi. 25, ypévoc 
aiwviow,” and Tit. i. 2 (see Huther in loc.), do not conflict with this view. 
and tT. yeveov does not occur elsewhere in the N.T.; but comp. Acts xy. 
21. The two ideas are not to be regarded as synonymous (in opposition 
to Huther and others), but are to be kept separate (times—men). [XXX f.] 
—vvrvi dé épavepdb7] A transition to the finite tense, occasioned by the im- 
portance of the contrast. Comp. oni.6. Respecting vvvi, ste on ver. 21. 
The ¢avépwore has taken place differently according to the different sub- 
jects; partly by aoxdéavc (Eph. iii. 5; 1 Cor. ii. 10), as in the case of 
Paul himself (Gal. i. 12, 15; Eph. iii. 3); partly by preaching (iv. 4; Tit. i. 
3; Rom. xvi. 26); partly by both. The historical realization (de Wette; 
comp. 2 Tim. i. 10) was the antecedent of the ¢avépworc, but is not here 
this latter itself, which is, on the contrary, indicated by roi¢ dyloce airod as 
a special act of clearly manifesting communication—roi¢ dyiouw abtov] 1. e. 
not: to the apostles and prophets of the N. T. (Flatt, Bihr, BGhmer, Steiger, 
Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, following Estius and older expositors, 
and even Theodoret, who, however, includes other Christians also),—a 
view which is quite unjustifiably imported from Eph. iii. 5,3 whence also 
the reading azooréAoc (instead of dyioc) in F G has arisen. It refers to the 
Christians generally. The mystery was indeed announced to all (ver. 28), 
but was made manifest only to the believers, who as such are the «Ayrot 


1 Just as little ground is there for tracing 
kara Ta évTdAmara x.7.A., in ii. 22, to Matt. xv. 
9; ob Kparéy, in ii. 19, to Matt. vii. 3,4; drarn, 
in ii. 8, to Matt. xiii. 22; and in other in- 
stances. The author, who manifests somuch 
lively copiousness of language, was certainly 
not thus confined and dependent in thought 
and expression. 

? According to Holtzmann, indeed, p. 309 ft., 
the close of the Epistle to the Romans is to 
be held as proceeding from the post-apostolie 
auctor ad Ephesios,—a position which is at- 


tempted to be proved by the tones (quite 
Pauline, however) which Rom. xvi. 15-27 has 
in common with Col. i. 26 f.; Eph. iii. 20, iii. 9, 
10, v.21; and in support of it an erroneous in- 
terpretation of Sa ypadav mpopytixwv, in 
Rom. xvi. 26, is invoked. 

8 Holtzmann also, p. 49, would have the 
apostles thought of “first of all.” The re- 
semblances to Eph. iii.3,5 do not postulate the 
similarity of the conception throughout. 
This would assume a mechanical process of 
thought, which could not be proved. 


CHAP. I. 27. 259 


ayo belonging to God, Rom. i.7, viii. 30, ix. 23 f. Huther wrongly desires 
to leave roi¢ dyiow indefinite, because the wvorfpiov, so far as it embraced 
the Gentiles also, had not come to be known to many Jewish-Christians. 
But, apart from the fact that the Judaists did not misapprehend the desti- 
nation of redemption for the Gentiles in itself and generally, but only the 
direct character of that destination (without a transition through Judaism, 
Acts xy. 1, et al.), the égavepity roic dyiow abrov is in fact a summary asser- 
tion, which is to be construed a potiori, and does not cease to be true on 
account of exceptional cases, in which the result was not actually 
realized. : 

Ver. 27. [XXX g.] Not exposition of the égavep. roic dy. abrod, since 
the yrepica: has for its object not the pvarfprov itself, but the glory of the 
latter among the Gentiles. In reality, oic subjoins an onward movement of 
the discourse, so that to the general 1d pvorhpwv édavepdOy toic¢ dy. abtov a 
particular element is added: “The mystery was made manifest to His 
saints,—to them, to whom (quippe quibus) God withal desired especially to 
make known that, which is the riches of the glory of this mystery among 
the Gentiles.” Along with the general édavepé6y toi¢ adyiow avrov God had 
this special definite direction of His will. From this the reason is plain why 
Paul has written, not simply oic éyvépicev 6 Oedc, but ol¢ AOéAecev 6 Cede 
yropicac. The meaning that is usually discovered in 7éAnoev, free grace, 
and the like (so Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin, Beza, and many others, 
including Bahr, BGhmer, de Wette; Huther is, with reason, doubtful), is 
therefore not the aim of the word, which is also not intended to express 
the joyfulness of the announcement (Hofmann), but simply and solely the 
idea: “He had a mind.”’—ywpica:] to make known, like é¢avepd6y, from 
which it differs in meaning not essentially, but only to this extent, that 
by édavep. the thing formnerly hidden is designated as openly displayed 
(Rom. i. 19, iii. 21, xvi. 26; Eph. v. 13, et al.), and by yrwpica that which 
was formerly unknown as brought to knowledge The latter is not related 
to égéavep. either as a something more (Bahr: the making fully acquainted 
with the nature); or as its result (de Wette); or as entering more into 
detail (Baumgarten-Crusius); or as making aware, namely by experience 
(Hofmann).—ri 13 rhovroc tHe déEn¢ «.7.A.] what is the riches of the glory of 
this mystery among the Gentiles, i. e. what rich fullness of the glory contained in 
this mystery exists among the Gentiles,—since, ‘indeed, this riches consists in 
the fact (é¢ éorz), that Christ is among you, in whom ye have the hope of 
glory. In order to a proper interpretation, let it be observed: (1) ré occu- 
pies with emphasis the place of the indirect 6, 1,2 and denotes “ quae sint 
divitiae’”’ as regards degree: how great and unspeakable the riches, etc. 
Comp. on Eph. i. 18, iii. 18. The text yields this definition of the sense 
from the very connection with the quantitative idea 76 rAovroc. (2) All the 
substantives are to be left in their full solemn force, without being 
resolved into adjectives (Erasmus, Luther, and many others: the glorious 


1Comp. Rom. xvi. 26, ix. 22; Eph. i. 9, iii. 3, 2See Poppo, ad Xen. Cyrop. i. 2.10; Kithner, 
5,10, vi. 19; Luke ii. 15, et al. ad Mem. i. 1.1; Winer, p. 158 f. [E. T. 168]. 
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riches; Beza: “divitiae gloriosi hujus mysterii”).? (8) As rie dé&n¢ is 
governed by 1d rAobroc, so also is tov puornpiov governed by rie dé&y¢, and 
év roic #0. belongs to the éoré which is to be supplied, comp. Eph.i. 18. (4) 
According to the context, the déga cannot be anything else (see immedi- 
ately below, 4 éAxte rij¢ d6Enc) than the Messianic glory, the glory of the 
kingdom (Rom. viii. 18, 21; 2 Cor. iv. 17, et al.), the glorious blessing of 
the KAnpovouia (comp. ver. 12), which before the Parousia (Rom. viii. 30; 
Col. iii. 3 f.) is the ideal (Aric), but after it is the realized, possession of 
believers. Hence it is neither to be taken in the sense of the glorious 
effects generally, which the gospel produces among the Gentiles (Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, and many others, including Huther, comp. Dalmer), 
nor in that specially of their conversion from death to life (Hofmann), 
whereby its glory is unfolded. Just as little, however, is the défa of God 
meant, in particular His wisdom and grace, which manifest themselves. 
objectively in the making known of the mystery, and realize themselves 
subjectively by moral glorification and by the hope of eternal glory (de 
Wette), or the splendor internus of true Christians, or the bliss of the latter 
combined with their moral dignity (B6bhmer). (5) The genitive of the sub- 
ject, rov pvotnpiov robrov, defines the défa as that contained in the prorgpwr, 
previously unknown, but now become manifest with the mystery that has 
been made known, as the blessed contents of the latter. Comp. ver. 23: 
éAric tov evayyediov. To take the défa as attribute of the mystery, is forbid- 
den by what immediately follows, according to which the idea can be 
none other than the familiar one of that glory, which is the proposed aim 
of the saving revelation and calling, the object of faith and hope (in oppo- 
sition to Hofmann and many others); ii. 4. Comp. on Rom. y. 2.—év roi¢ 
éveow] [XXX h.] paiverar dé év érépotc, TOAAM SE TALOY év TobToL TOAD 
Tov pvotnpiov dé&a, Chrysostom. “Qui tot saeculis demersi fuerant in 
morte, ut viderentur penitus desperati,” Calvin.—é¢ éore Xpiotde év byiv] 
“Christus in gentibus, summum illis temporibus paradoxon,” Bengel. 
According to a familiar attraction (Winer, p. 157 [E. T. 166]), this d¢ 
applies to the previous subject rd wAcvrog rij¢ d6Ene Tov vor. T., and intro- 
duces that, in which this riches consists. Namely: Christ among you,—in 
this it consists, and by this information is given at the same time how great 
it is (ré éorw). Formerly they were xwpi¢ Xpuorod (Eph. ii. 12) ; now Christ, 
who by His Spirit reigns in the hearts of believers (Rom. viii. 10; Eph. 
ili. 17; Gal. ii. 20; 2 Cor. iii. 17, et al.), is present and active among them. 
The proper reference of the relative to 7d mAovroe x.7.4., and also the cor- 
_ rect connection of év éviv with Xporée (not with # mic, as Storr and 
Flatt think), are already given by Theodoret and Oecumenius (comp. also 
Theophylact), Valla, Luther, Calovius, arid others, including Béhmer and 
Bleek, whereas Hofmann, instead of closely connecting Xpiord¢e év spin, 
makes this év iuiv depend on éori, whereby the thoughtful and striking 
presentation of the fact “Christ among the Gentiles” is without reason 


1Chrysostom aptly remarks: ceuvas etre 


} gets CnT@Y emiTagewv. Comp. Calvin: “ magqnilo- 
kal OyKov éréOnxev amd Todds Siabécews, émiTd- 


quus est in extollenda evyangelii dignitate.” 
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put in the background, and év tui becomes superfluous. Following the 
Vulgate and Chrysostom, é¢ is frequently referred to tov pvotnp. tobrov: 
“this mystery consists in Christ’s being among you, the Gentiles,” Huther, 
comp. Ewald. The context, however, is fatal to this view; partly in gen- 
eral, because it is not the mystery itself, but the riches of its glory, 
that forms the main idea in the foregoing; and partly, in particular, 
because the way has been significantly prepared for/é¢ éore through i, 
while év iuiv corresponds? to the é roic éveow referring to the rAovroc, 
and the following #7 éA7i¢ ric déEy¢ glances back to the wAoitoc tHe SbEHC— 
Xpioréc] Christ Himself, see above. Neither 4 rod X. yroouw (Theophy- 
lact) is meant, nor the doctrine, either of Christ (Grotius, Rosenmiiller, and 
others), or about Christ (Flatt); On the individualizing iyi, although the 
relation concerns the Gentiles generally, comp. tude in ver. 25. “Accom- 
modat ipsis Colossensibus, ut efficacius in se agnoscant,” Calvin.—7) éAmic 
tae 66&n¢| characteristic apposition (comp. iii. 4) to Xpiordéc, giving infor- 
mation how the Xpuord¢ év iviv forms the great riches of the glory, ete. 
among the Gentiles, since Christ is the hope of the Messianic dééa, in Him 
is given the possession in hope of the future glory. The emphasis is on 7 
éAxic, in which the probative element lies.” 

Ver. 28. Christ was not proclaimed by all in the definite character just 
expressed, namely, as “ Christ among the Gentiles, the hope of glory ;”’ other 
teachers preached Him in a Judaistic form, as Saviour of the Jews, amidst 
legal demands and with theosophic speculation. Hence the emphasis with 
which not the simply epexegetic 6v (Erasmus and’others), but the queic, 
which is otherwise superfluous, is brought forward ;* by which Paul has 
meant himself along with Timothy and other like-minded, preachers to 
the Gentiles (we, on our part). This emphasizing of jyeic, however, requires 
the 4v to be referred to Christ regarded in the Gentile-Messianic character, 
_ precisely as the jyei¢ make Him known (comp. Phil. i. 17 f.), thereby 
distinguishing themselves from others; not to Christ generally (Hofmann), 
in which case the emphasizing of jyeic is held to obtain its explanation 
only from the subsequent clause of purpose, iva mapaor. «.t.A.—The 
specification of the mode of announcement vovderoivrec and diddcxovrec, 
admonishing and teaching, corresponds to the two main elements of the 
evangelical preaching yeravocire and morebere (Acts xx. 21, xxvi. 18; Rom, 
iii. 3 ff.; Mark i. 15). Respecting the idea of vovferetv, see on Eph. vi. 4. 
It occurs also joined with dwdcx.4 in Plato, Legg. viii. p. 845 B, Prot. p. 323 


1Hence also to be rendered not in vobis 
(Luther, Béhmer, Olshausen), but inter vos. 
The older writers combated the rendering in 
vobis from opposition to the Fanatics. 

2Compare on the subject-matter, Rom. viii. 
24: 7H yap éEAride éobOnpev, and the contrast 
éAnida wh éxovres in Eph. ii. 12; 1 Thess. iv. 
13; and on the concrete expression, 1 Tim. i. 
1; Ignat. Eph. 21; Magnes. 11; Ecclus. xxxi 
14; Thue. iii. 57.4; Aesch. Ch. 236. 776. 

8 Without due reason, Holtzmann, p. 153, 


finds the use of the plural disturbing, and 
the whole verse tautological as coming after 
ver. 25. It is difficult, however, to mistake 
the full and solemn style of the passage, to 
which also the thrice repeated ravra avOpwrov 
belongs. 

4 In iii. 16 the two words stand in the inverse 
order, because there it is not the peravoety 
preceding the miorts, which is the aim of the 
vovéecia, but mutual improvement on the 
part of believers. 
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D, Apol. p. 26 A; Dem. 180. 2.—év doy cogig] belongs to vovéer. and cddok.: 
by means of every wisdom (comp. iil. 16) which we bring to bear thereon. 
It is the zac of the process of warning and teaching, comp. 1. Cor. ii1. 10, 
in which no sort of wisdom remains unemployed. The fact that Paul, 
in 1 Cor. i. 17, comp. ii. 1, 4, repudiates the cogia Aéyov in his method of 
teaching, is not—taking into consideration the sense in which oogia there 
occurs—at variance, but rather in keeping, with the present assertion, 
which applies, not to the wisdom of the world, but to Christian wisdom in 
its manifold forms—The thrice repeated révta dvépwrov [XXX i.] in 
opposition to the Judaizing tendency of the false teachers) “ maximam 
habet dewéryra ac vim,” Bengel. The proud feeling of the apostle of the 
world expresses itself\—iva rapaorio. «.7.2.] The purpose of the dv qpeic 
katayyéAAouev down to oogig. This purpose is not in general, that man 
may so appear (Bleek), or come to stand so (Hofmann), but it refers, as in 
ver. 22, and without mixing up the conception of sacrifice (in opposition 
to Bihr and Baumgarten-Crusius), to the judgment (comp. on 2 Cor. iv. 
14), at which it is the highest aim and glory (1 Thess. ii. 19 f.) of the 
apostolic teachers to make every man come forward réAewv év X. ’Ev Xpioro 
contains the distinguishing specialty of the reAedéryc, as Christian, which is 
not based on anything outside of Christ, or on any other element than 
just on Him. It is perfection in respect of the whole Christian nature ; 
not merely of knowledge (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and others, including 
Bohmer), but also of life. Moreover, this év X. is so essential to the 
matter, and so current with the apostle, that there is no ground for finding 
in it an opposition to a doctrine of the law and of angels (Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, and others). Theophylact, however (comp. Chrysostom), 
rightly observes regarding the entire clause of purpose: ri 2éyew ; wavTa 
avipwrov ; vat, dyot, TOVTO orovdaFomer® Et Os uA yévyTat, OddeY Tpd¢ Hudc. 

Ver. 29. On the point of now urging upon the readers their obliga- 
tion to fidelity in the faith (ii. 4), and that from the platform of the 
personal relation in which he stood towards them as one unknown 
to them by face (ii. 1), Paul now turns from the form of expression 
embracing others in common with himself, into which he had glided at ver. 
28 in harmony with its contents, back to the individual form (the first 
person singular), and asserts, first of all, in connection with ver. 28, that 
for the purpose of the rapaorjoa: x.7.A. ( ei¢ 6, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 10) he also 
gives himself even toil (kom, comp. Rom. xvi. 6, 12; 1 Cor, iy. 12), striving, 
ete.—xai] also, subjoins the xomav to the xarayyéAAew «.7.2., in which he 
subjects himself also to the former ; it is therefore augmentative, in harmony 
with the climactic progress of the discourse; not a mere equalization of 
the aim and the striving (de Wette). Neither this xa/, nor even the 
transition to the singular of the verb,—especially since the latter is not 


1Which Hofmann groundlessly ealls in  &«agrov (Acts xx. 31 ), or through the addition 
question, finding in mavra adv@pwrov the idea: of xa@’ éva, or otherwise ; comp. also 1 Thess. 
“every one singly and severally.” Thisisgra-  ii.11. Calvin hits the thought properly: “ut 
tuitously introduced, and would have been sig- _ sine exceptione totus mundus ex me discat.” 
nificantly expressed by Paul through éa 
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emphasized by the addition of an éé,—can justify the interpretation of 
Hofmann, according to which ec 6 is, contrary to its position, to be 
attached to aywrféuevoc, and xom@ is to mean: “ I become weary and faint” 
(comp. John iv. 6; Rey. ii. 3, and Diisterdieck in loc.). Paul, who has often 
impressed upon others the 4) éxxaxe’v, and for himself is certain of being 
more than conqueror in all things (Rom. viii. 37; 2 Cor. iv. 8, ef al.), can 
hardly have borne testimony about himself in this sense, with which, 
moreover, the éywrifecba in the strength of Christ is not consistent. In his 
case, as much as in that of any one, the ov« éxoriacac of Rev. ii. 3 holds 
good.—aywvetéuevoc] Compare 1 Tim. iv. 10. Here, however, according 
to the context, ii. 1 ff, the inward striving (comp. Luke xiii. 24) against 
difficulties and hostile forces, the striving of solicitude, of watching, of 
mental and emotional exertion, of prayer, etc., is meant; as respects 
which Paul, like every regenerate person (Gal. v. 17), could not be raised 
above the resistance of the capé to the zveiua ruling in him.) It is not: 
“tot me periculis ac malis objicere” (Erasmus, comp. Grotius, Estius, 
Heinrichs, Bahr, and others), which outward struggling, according to Flatt, 
de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others, should be understood along 
with that inward striving; ii. 1 only points to the latter; comp. iv. 12— 
kata tH évépyecav x.7.2.] for Paul does not contend, amid the labors of his 
office, according to the measure of his own strength, but according to the 
effectual working of Christ (avrov is not to be referred to God, as is done by 
Chrysostom, Grotius, Flatt, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others), which 
uorketh in him. Comp. Phil. iv. 18. How must this consciousness, at 
once so humble and confident of victory, have operated upon the readers 
to stir them up and strengthen them for stedfastness in the faith !—rjy 
évepyouu.] is middle; see on 2 Cor. i. 6; Gal. v.6; Eph. iii. 20. The modal 
definition to it, év dvvaye., mightily (comp. on Rom. i. 4), is placed at the 
end significantly, as in 2 Thess. i. 11; it is groundlessly regarded by 
Holtzmann as probably due to the interpolator. 


NotTEs BY American Eprtor. 
XXIII. Vv. 1-2. 


(a) The presence of the word azéaro/o¢ here, as contrasted with its absence in 
the salutation of the letter to the Philippians, may be accounted for in connection 
with the fact that Paul had not ever visited Colossae, while with the Philippian 
Church he had long been on terms of very close friendship. The use of the simple 
word dovAo: as including the two names in Phil., and the designation of Timothy 
by the word 4de/¢é¢ here, may, perhaps, be explained in the same way. (See 
also note I. on Phil. i. 1, 2—(b) That dyio is here used as a substantive, is 
rendered probable by the fact that it is evidently thus used in Eph. i. 1—that 
Ep. having been written at the same time with this one. As to the meaning of 
xiotoic—whether believing or faithful, the argument presented by Meyer against the 


«Comp. Chrysostom: kai obx amis orov- —uevos peTa MOAATS THS oTovens, META TOAANS THS 
3dgw, dno, ove ws ErUXEV, GAAG KOTLA Gywrigs- — aypuTTVias. 
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latter signification (that it is only the Christian standing of the readers that the 
Apostle describes in the superscriptions of the Epistles) is worthy of consideration. 
The argument which Lightf. urges against the former meaning, on the other hand, 
(that the epithet would add nothing which is not already contained in dy. and adeA¢.), 
is not decisive; for, as Meyer says of the addition of év yp., though hardly neces- 
sary in itself, the word is quite in harmony with the formal character of the Pauline 
addresses, Certainly, the Apostle does notanywhere, in his other salutations, single 
out the stedfast members only, as Lightf. supposes him to do here. If the word 
means faithful in this passage, it is, no doubt, applied to all the church. But not 
improbably it means believing—(c) In Eph., Paul addresses roic dyiou roig ovoww év 
’E. kat mioroic; in Phil., roi¢ dylosg roig ovow év, %.; here, Toic év. K. dylowg xat m0- 
roi¢ 4d. We can scarcely doubt that he has the same idea of the kindred words 
in the different cases. It is noticeable, also, that év Xpsor@ is connected in Eph. 
with moroic, and in Phil. with dyioc, which may have some bearing upon the 
question of the connection here——(d) The omission of the words «ai xupiov "I Xp., 
which are found in T. R. and in 8 A C and some other authorities, is favored by 
the best recent comm. and textual critics. If these words are omitted, the saluta- 
tory address in this part of it—the prayer for grace and peace to rest upon the 
readers—differs not only from the salutations of Eph.and Phil., which are so 
similar to it in other respects, but from those of all the other Pauline Epp., in that 
the name of God the Father alone is used. 


RATV. Vy. 3-8. 


(a) The use of*the singular evyapior® in Phil. may readily be explained by a 
desire on the Apostle’s part to express his own thankfulness as a personal friend; 
the plural used here is natural, as there was no such peculiar personal relation. 
It is doubtful, however, whether we are, in all cases, to ask for a special reason for 
such variations of expression in different epistles. Comp. e.g. 1 Cor.and 1 Thess., 
in both of which Paul addresses the church in the name of one or more companions, 
as well as in his own, yet employs the singular of this verb in the former and the 
plural in the latter. It will be noticed, however,—in this Ep., as in all the others,— 
that when emphatic exhortations or authoritative directions are given, the singu- 
lar is always used.—(b) The position taken by Meyer with regard to the connection 
of mévrore with evy. is probably, yet not certainly, correct. His view respecting 
rept Wuav is less probable. If, (joining wdvrore with evy.), we unite these words with 
mpooevy., it seems to give them an undue emphasis. The participle is, rather, to 
be taken absolutely, as by Lightf., and as equivalent to wm our prayers. The pro- 
gress of the thought from thanksgiving in prayers for what had been attained by 
the readers (ver. 3f.) to prayer on their behalf for future attainments (ver. 9), is 
similar to what we find in Phil. (i. 8f. 9 f.).—(¢) axoboavrec tiv riorw «.7.A. This 
clause evidently contains the ground of the thanksgiving; but whether in such a 
way that axoto, is to be regarded as a causal participle, is doubtful, The fact that 
the participle is in the aorist tense, (as contrasted with the present in Philem. 5), 
and the words 4¢' 7¢ #uépac Heoboauev in ver 9 favor very strongly the view that 
the meaning is having heard, i.e. after having heard. Comp. Eph. i. 15—(d) As to 
the construction of dca rv éArida, the following points may be noticed :—(1) éArida, 
because of the participial phrase which follows, is here equivalent to the thing 
hoped for. It thus does not stand in that exact parallelism with faith and love, 
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which we find in 1 Cor. xiii. 13; 1 Thess. i. 3; (2) this hoped for thing is made 
prominent as that which the readers had heard when the gospel was proclaimed to 
them ; (3) the gospel is referred to (ver. 6) especially in respect to its fruit-bearing 
power; (4) this fruit in the lives of the readers, so far as it is presented in these 
verses, consists in faith and love; (5) the faith and love, therefore, which are the 
fruit of the Aric, rather than the éAzi¢ itself, are the ground of the Apostle’s 
thankfulness. These considerations are sufficient in themselves to make it prob- 
able that the writer intended to connect 6:d tr. éA7. «.7.2., with the words immedi- 
ately preceding, and not with evy. The reasons given by Meyer, when added to 
these, show this construction to be almost certainly the correct one. It seems 
better, however, to connect-these words with both ziorw and ayd7yv, than with 
ayazyv alone as Meyer does, because both faith and love are the fruits.—(e) mpon- 
kotoare is regarded by EIL, Alf, Lightf., Eadie, Rid., and others as meaning heard 
formerly or in the earliest proclamation to them of the gospel; by Huther and 
others, as meaning before the writing of the present letter; by Grimm, Blk., de W., 
Olsh., and others, as having a sense similar to that given by Meyer. The verb does 
not occur elsewhere in the N.T. The use of the word in other authors favors 
Meyer's view.—(f) The description of that which had been preached to them as 
the word of the truth of the gospel, and of the gospel as everywhere bearing fruit 
and increasing, and the allusion to their having known the grace of God in truth, 
are peculiar elements in this earlier part of the introductory passage. The prayer 
in the later. part (vv. 9-14) refers apparently to the’ same things—“ bearing fruit 
and increasing in the knowledge of God,” “who delivered us, ete. ... the forgive- 
ness of our sins.” We may, accordingly, believe that these ideas were suggested 
to Paul’s mind in connection with the condition of things in Colossae, and that he 
intended to contrast the truth of the gospel as related to grace and forgiveness, in 
this Epistle as in that. to the Galatians, with the doctrines held by persons of whom 
he speaks in later chapters. The contrast, however, is not set forth in these 
verses as definitely as in Gal. It is hinted at, rather than expressed. The sug- 
gestion of the teachings of the heretics is only incidental, and probably designedly 
so, the main purpose being to commend, with thanksgiving, the Christian develop- 
ment of the Church.—(g) The xai before éoriv xapropopoiyevov which Meyer reads 
(see his textual note) is rejected; on the authority of the oldest MSS., by Tisch. 8th 
ed., Tree., W. & H., Alf., and others, and is an insertion of the copyists, probably, 
for the purpose of simplifying the construction of the sentence. The insertion is 
more easily accounted for in this way than the omission, though Meyer claims the 
opposite. Whether we read «ai, however, or not, there can be little doubt that the 
substance of the Apostle’s thought is this:—that the gospel had come to and was 
still abiding with them, with that growing and fruit-bearing power which it had 
in all places which it reached,—that it had had this power ever since the day 
when they first heard its message. The insertion or omission of the «af will only 
affect the question of the particular way in which the thought is set forth, as 
Meyer explains in his foot-note page 211.—(h) The correspondence of ver. 7 with 
ver. 6 makes it altogether probable that Epaphras was the founder of the Colos- 
sian church. If izép juav (not tur), which has the weight of MSS. authority in 
its favor, is the true text, Epaphras must have been an assistant of Paul, who 
preached the gospel in Colossae for him and in his stead. Tisch. agrees with 
Meyer in reading tyov. W.and H., Treg., Alf. read jyov.—(i) In his 3d ed., 
Meyer says, with de W., Olsh., and others, that 77 tyov aydrny refers to the love 
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mentioned in ver. 4. In his 4th ed. he understands by it the love of the Colossians 
towards Epaphras, assigning as his reason for his change of view the emphatic 
position of izév. Had the Apostle meant this love for Epaphras, however, he 
would hardly have left the expression in so general a form. The English comm. 
of recent date generally agree with Meyer’s 3d ed. (so Ell, Lightf., Alf., Eadie, 
Rid., Farrar (Life of St. P.). W.and Wilk., however, the writer in Ell.’s Comm. for 
English Readers, and appy. the Bible (Speaker’s) Comm. take the view of Blk., Hof- 
mann and Huther. Blk. urges, with some force, that, if the allusion were to ver. 4, 
faith, as well as love, would be mentioned. He urges, also, the opening words of 
ver. 9, Sud Tovro kai jueic, claiming that dca r. is best explained as referring to this 
8th verse. It is better, however, to take dvd Tr. as pointing to all which precedes (vv. 
3-8), because the idea of fruit-bearing, which is so prominent in these verses, is 
also prominent in the passage beginning with ver. 9. The emphatic position of 
ipav may, perhaps, be satisfactorily explained by understanding the words to mean 
your love towards me. The general character of the expression and the absence of 
such words as el¢ 7uG¢ favor the reference to Christian love in general. 


XAXY. Vv. 9-14. 

(a) As in Phil. i. 9 ff, the prayer here follows along the line of the thanksgiv- 
ing, but it reaches out more widely as the writer thinks of the possibilities of 
future growth. The introductory passages of the four epistles written while the 
apostle was in Rome, though differing from one another in many points, have 
some marked common characteristics. The very close connection of thanksgiv- 
ing with prayer (Eph. i. 16; Col. i. 3; Philem. i. 4; Phil. i. 3, 4); the 
similarity and yet variety in the forms of expression used in thus connecting the 
two; the allusion to the reports which he had heard of the faith and love of the 
persons addressed (Eph., Col., Philem.;—love only, in Phil., that church being 
peculiarly united in affection.and friendship with himself); the designating of 
this faith as in the. Lord Jesus (Eph. Col. Philem.,), and of the love as towards 
the saints (Col., Philem.; Eph. T. R., Tisch., Treg.); the prayer for their develop- 
ment in knowledge ériyvwore (Eph., Col., Philem., Phil.); the desire for their 
increase in the fruits of Christian living, and the looking forward to the consum- 
mation at the end; all these points indicate the same general thought and feeling 
in the author’s mind, with which he is so filled that he is impelled to give them 
utterance. (b) The apostle prays, in Phil. that the love of the church may 
more and more abound éy ériyvecer kat alofjoee unto the end of distinguishing 
between right and wrong; here, that the church may be filled with the éijvworc 
of God's will in all cogig xat ovvéce, For the connection of 7d 6éAnua Oeod with 
Ooxiuagew and dox. Ta diagépovta, see Rom. xii. 2; ii. 18. Alotyore and civecic 
are kindred words, the former denoting intelligence as connected with perception, 
the latter, as connected with a putting together in the mind—“ bringing the out- 
ward object into connection with the inward sense.” The knowledge is here 
spoken of as “in all spiritual wisdom and understanding;” comp. Phil. i. 9, “in 
knowledge and all discernment,” and Eph. i. 17 “ may give you the Spirit of wis- 
dom and revelation in the knowledge of him.” And all was to be, Phil. i. 10, 11, to 
the end that they might be void of offence, being filled with the fruit of righteous- 
ness, while, here, all was to be, that they might walk worthily of the Lord to all 
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pleasing, in every good work bearing fruit—(c) é ravri fpyp dyaOo is, with 
Meyer, to be joined to what follows. The two participles go together. In their 
living worthily of the Lord, they will in the sphere of good works both bear fruit 
and increase (grow in the life itself as they bear fruit), by means of their full- 
knowledge of God. Tisch. 8th ed., Treg., Lachm., W. & H., Alf, read, with the 
best MSS., 79 ériyvéoe, as against Meyer, who reads el¢ tiv ériy—(d) The 
position of éy mdoy duvauer, together with the use of the adjective all, shows 
clearly a designed parallelism with é wav7i épy. ay. The strength or power 
referred to is moral power especially with respect to stedfast endurance and long- 
suffering,—that is, to characteristics of Christian living which are emphatically 
set forth in the N. T. writings. In the midst of the oppositions and persecutions 
to which the churches were, in those days, so much exposed, these virtues needed 
peculiar cultivation. The strength from God was largely demanded to this end, 
and the prayer might well be for the imparting of it in accordance with, and after 
the measure of, the power of Ged’s own glorious majesty.—(e) The connection of 
eta xapay with the preceding words, rather than with those which follow, is to 
be preferred, as bringing out the peculiar characteristic of Christian endurance— 
-it is an enduring with joy, (comp. Rom. y. 3).—(f)The simplest construction of 
év T@ wri is with KAgpov. The light is the sphere within which the inheritance 
of the saints is found, as darkness is the sphere in which those who are outside of 
the kingdom of God liye. To make the words instrumental, as Meyer does, takes 
¢6¢ out of that relation of contrast to oxétoc, which is suggested by the verses.—, 
(g) Lightf. says that é£ovciac has here the sense of arbitrary power or tyranny, and that 
*« the transference from darkness to light is represented as a transference from an 
absolute tyranny, an éfovoia, to a well-drdered sovereignty, a BaccAeia.” It is doubt- 
ful, however, whether this meaning of éfovoia can here be insisted upon, and this 
_ peculiar sense does not, apparently, belong to the word elsewhere in the N. T. 
Whether any such contrast between the two terms employed is intended by the 
writer is very questionable—(h) Whether the “kingdom” is to be understood 
here (as Meyer claims it must be everywhere), as meaning “nothing else than 
the Messiah’s kingdom, the erection of which begins with the Parousia” (Meyer 
on Rom. xiy. 17), or whether this view is to be rejected, vv. 12-14, taken together, 
indicate that the apostle has in his thought a present participation in the bless- 
ings and life of that kingdom, in some beginning of it, or in an anticipatory way 
at least, (comp. the aor. yeréorgoev and the pres. éyojev). 


XXVI. Vv. 15 ff. 


(a) The bipartite arrangement of this passage adopted by Meyer seems to be the 
one which Paul had in mind—vvy. 15-17, presenting Christ’s relation, as Meyer, 
expresses it, to God and the world; vv. 18-20, his relation to the Church ; or, as 
Lightf. says, to the Universe, the Natural Creation, and to the Church, the new 
Moral Creation; or, perhaps better, to God, vv. 15-17, as viewed in connection 
with the Divine plan and work in the Natural Creation, and vv. 18-20 as viewed 
in connection with the Divine plan and work in the Moral Creation. This passage 
is kindred with Eph. i. 20-23 and Phil. ii. 6-11, though somewhat more detailed in 
its statements than either of these. It is worthy of notice that these more definite 
declarations respecting the Person of Christ, in which Paul approaches very 
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nearly to the expressions of the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Gospel of John, 
occur in the Epistles of this later epoch in the Apostle’s life. This fact is consist- 
ent with that progress of Christian thought and discussion which was naturally to 
be expected. Questions concerning the time of Christ’s second coming and the 
full establishment of the Messianic Kingdom, and such as related to the right way 
of entering into the Kingdom—whether through faith or works of the law,—must 
have preceded those which arose from reflections on the Divine-human nature of 
Christ, or from philosophical speculating as to the means by which the unseen 
’ God can come into connection with the world. Those who would demand of the 
N. T. writers a declaration of the Divinity of Christ on every page mistake the 
order of growth in the thought and work of the earliest apostolic days. 

(6) As compared with the passages in Phil. and Eph. just alluded to, some 
points in these verses may be specially noticed :—(1) In Eph., the reference is 
exclusively to the exaltation of Christ in the future and His relation to the Church. 
In Phil., the humiliation of Christ in laying aside the “op¢7 Yeov, and in becoming 
a man and suffering death, is presented as preparatory to, and as the ground of, the 
future exaltation. His existence in the form of God and equality with God are 
thus mentioned only incidentally to the main purpose of the passage. Here, on 
the other hand, a more full and, as it were, dogmatic declaration is made, which 
finds its end in itself, and is doubtless intended to meet the false views of the 
errorists in Colossae. It becomes, in this way, a more definite theological state- 

_ment in its form, if not in its suggestions—(2) In accordance with the main 
thought in each case, the reference to Christ’s exaltation as above thrones, domin- 
ions, etc., is connected with the future triumph of His Kingdom, in Eph., but with 
His having been their creator, in Col. A corresponding thought may be found, 
perhaps, in the words of Phil. ver. 10, “that every knee should bow, of things in 
heaven, on earth and under the earth.” These words are closely related to the 
expression “the name above every name,” which in Eph. is, in nearly the same 
form, attached to “ authority, power, dominion ” (“and every name that is named,” 
etc). The bond uniting the three Epistles can scarcely fail to be observed—(3) 
The headship of Christ as related to the Church as His body is declared both in 
Eph. and Col. But here again, as might naturally be suggested by the peculiar 
development of thought in the two Epistles, the position of Christ in the moral 
creation is connected with, and founded upon, His position in respect to the natural 
creation in Col. only.—(4) The connection in thought of Col. i. 20, with Eph. i. 10 
(and possibly with Phil. ii. 10 in the words “ things in heaven,” etc.) is indicated by 
the similarity of the expressions used—(5) The several points of correspondence 
suggest that the passages have, each one of them, a light to throw upon the others, 
and that they may properly all be considered with care in the attempt to interpret 
them individually. 

(c) The principal statements of this passage in Col., in vv. 15 and 18, who is the 
image of God ; He is the head of the body, the church ; who is the beginning, etc., are 
declarations respecting Christ, which have the form of propositions. Hence the 
present tenses. They have a permanent truth, reaching forward and backward as 
far as the nature of the case allows with regard to each. The other verbs and 
clauses introduce the relations of time and succession, This form of declaration is 
connected with the object which the Apostle has in yiew—to set forth what Christ 
is, i.e. what is the true doctrine of Christ. 
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(a) Meyer (as also Weiss, Bib. Theol. N. T. 3103. d.n. 10, and others), sup- 
poses O¢ éorwy eixdv Tod Yeov to refer to the risen and exalted, not to the pre-exist- 
ent Christ. The ground of this supposition is that in vy. 13, 14 Christ is spoken 
of in His relation to the work of redemption and the kingdom. This fact, how- 
ever, is not a decisive proof that He must be spoken of only in the same way in 
all the clauses which follow those verses. At least, it does not prove, that, in 
describing the one who is thus related to the work of redemption, no statement 
ean be made which applies to Him in His personality, and by its suggestion carries 
the mind beyond the limits of the present to the past. We are not limited by the 
verses which precede, but must consider also the context which immediately 
follows, if we are seeking for the true idea of the author in using these words. 
The correct view of the present tense here is, probably, that which is given in the 
preceding note. It is a permanent and descriptive present. Indeed, Meyer 
admits that the proposition is applicable to the past as well as the present, only 
that here it is used of the present alone. He says: “In virtue of the identity of 
His divine nature, the same predicates belong to the exalted Christ as to the 
Logos.” If we take his view, therefore, we may still affirm that there is in this 
passage an approximation to the Logos doctrine as contained in the Gospel of 
John. Lightf. says that the Logos idea “underlies the whole passage, though 
the term itself does not appear;” and, in some sense at least, we may hold this to 
be true. The difference between these verses (15-20) and the corresponding ones 
in Eph. (i. 18 ff.) shows a wider range, in the present passage, in the reference to 
Christ’s person and work. 

(6) If we consider 6¢ éorw eixev tod Feod in its telntion to the Person of 

. Christ, and not as referring only to Him in His present exalted state, the corres- 
pondence of the words of vv. 15-17 with Heb. i. 3 cannot fail to be noticed. 
With that verse on the one side and John i. 1-3 on the other, it must be supposed 
that Paul was moving near, or in, the same sphere of thought, and that he 
declares Christ to be the image of God in some such deep meaning as that which 
is indicated by aratyacya rho débEn¢ Kal yxapaxrijp tic imootdcew¢ (Heb.), or even 
by 6 26yo¢ (John). Comp. the reference to the fact of creation through the Son 
both in Heb, and John, and the oépwv of Heb. i. 3, which, like ovvéorgxev of ver. 
17 in this passage, adds to the idea of creating, that of sustaining the universe. 
The inference which may properly be drawn, as bearing upon this passage, from 
Phil. ii. 6-8, whatever weight we may be justified in giving to it, tends to con- 
firm this interpretation of the words here used. It may be added, that the em- 
phatic tov dopdrov and the following phrase, tprréroKog mdon¢ Kricewc, which is 
also, like eixév, predicate of 6¢ éorwv, point towards the same conclusion; for the 
former expression, by its emphasis, suggests the idea of the unseen God as reveal- 
ing Himself, and the latter brings out distinctly the idea of pre-existence. 

(c) With respect to the words tpwrdtoKog Téon¢ Kricewc, it must be noticed :— 
(1) that the Son, of whom this descriptive phrase is used, is set apart from created _ 
things by the clause év air@ éxriody ra ravra; (2) that He is exalted above the 
highest created beings by eite Jpovor eis that all created things are said 
to be cig abrov, as they are said elsewhere to be for (cic) God the Father. In 
view of these points, as well as because the words connected with mpor. are mdon¢ 
kricewc, and not maon¢ Tij¢ Kricewc, and because the proof given that He is mpor,. 
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«1, (orc) is that all things were created év air, the genitive xricewe cannot be 
regarded as a partitive genitive, as if the Son were a part of the creation, but 
must be taken, with Meyer, as a genitive of comparison, or as Ell. says, of the 
point of view, or as Ligh{t. expresses it, “He stands ir the relation of tpwrdroKo¢g 
to all creation.’—(d) That the primary idea of pwréroxoc, as here used, is that 
of priority in time—“born before every creature,” as Meyer says—is clearly indi- 
cated by the original sense of the adjective; by the fact that the following 6éte 
with its clause seems to suggest this meaning; and by pd wavrwv of ver. 17. 
The evidence that the Apostle designed here to include in the word itself the 
additional idea, which according to the O. T. usage it sometimes has, of exalta- 
tion as connected with the privileges and rights of the first-born son, is much less 
direct and manifest. That the idea of exaltation is implied in the context, 
cannot be doubted; but, in respect to the word, the most that can be confidently 
affirmed is, that the sense of priority may be regarded as certainly belonging to 
it in this place, while the other sense is only possible or probable.—(e) Whether 
we give the word the former signification only or add the latter also, the thought 
of the writer is not so much that of the origin of the Son as contrasted with the 
creation, as of His relation to the creation and exaltation above it as its creator. 
This adjective, as several writers suggest, is like “ovoyev7¢ when applied to the 
Son, only it describes Him as existing before, and so able to bring into being, 
created things, while ovoy. refers to Him as related to the Father. So far as 
origin is concerned, the word, if designed to express this idea, would imply a 
complete difference between Him and the creation. He was not created. He 
was born of God. He is the only begotten Son. But these terms are probably 
employed as connected with the idea of His peculiar sonship, and not with refer- 
ence to the mode of becoming Son, or to an eternal generation. 

(f) On the words év aire, Lightf. remarks, “'The use of é to describe Christ’s 
relations to the Church abounds in St. Paul, and more especially in the Epistles 
to the Colossians and Ephesians. In the present passage, as in ver. 17, the same 
preposition is applied also to His relations to the Universe.” He also says, “ The 
Apostolic doctrine of the Logos teaches us to regard the Eternal Word as holding 
the same relation to the Universe which the Incarnate Christ holds to the Chruch. 
He is the source of its life, the centre of all its developments, the mainspring of 
all its motions.” In these verses, the truth of this statement is seen in the 
earnestness of the Apostle’s effort—by means of emphasis, the use of universal 
expressions, repeated declarations of similar import, but slightly varied forms, 
combinations of words tending to set it forth—to express the idea of supremacy 
and dignity. All things were created in Him, and through Him, and for Him, 
and in Him all things subsist. He is above them all and before them all. The 
“all things” cover the earthly and the heavenly, the visible and the invisible, 
the thrones and dominions and principalities and powers. He is the image of 
God, the invisible one. In and through Him alone, is everything accomplished 
which the erroneous teachers believed to be wrought through the intermediate or 
angelic beings. Not merely as first or highest among these beings does He have 
His place, but beyond them, in a more exalted sphere. They are all dependent 
on Him for the beginning and continuance of their life. They haye no existence 
except as resting upon Him and in Him. 

(9) The words eire Spdvor x.7.A. are probably to be connected (as Meyer holds) 
with 1a dépara, not with 7d épard, for the following reasons:—(1) The reference 
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of similar combinations of words elsewhere in Paul’s Epistles is generally to 
angelic, and not to earthly beings. It must be admitted, however, that this is not 
always the case, (see below).—(2) The intended allusion to the theories of the 
heretical teachers respecting angels, etc., points towards this understanding of the 
words.—(3) The emphasis of the setting forth of the exalted position of the Son, 
which seems evidently designed by the writer, is most striking, if this view is 
adopted. We find combinations of words corresponding with those of this verse 
‘in several places in Paul’s writings, but in more or less varied forms. In Eph. i. 
21 and this passage, the form is fourfold; in 1 Cor. xv. 24; Rom. viii. 88 (T. R.), 
it is threefold ; in Eph. iii. 10; Col. ii. 10, 15; Tit. iii, 1, it is twofold. By com- 
parison of these passages, we notice that they refer for the most part, to angelic 
powers, good (Eph. i. 21; Col. ii. 10; Rom. viii. 38), or bad (Eph. vi. 12; Col. ii. 
15) ; yet in Tit. iii. 1 the reference is to earthly magistrates (comp. duvdyece Rom, 
viii. 38, if the text which reads this word after wéAdovra be adopted). In 1 
Cor. xy. 24, the apostle is, not improbably, speaking of all powers, whether 
superhuman or human, including even death conceived of as a power. We may 
also notice that the arrangement of the words varies, in different cases, to some 
extent. Thus, in Eph. i. 21 we find apy7ec nai éFovoiac placed first in the fourfold 
list, while in Col. i. 16 these words are placed last. In Eph. vi. 12, again, they 
have the first place. Substitutions of one word for another also occur in some 
cases, as in Eph. i. 21 dvvauewe takes the place of Spéver in Col. i. 16 ; in Eph. vi. 12 
koojoxparopac is possibly used in a similar sense to that of each of the two words just 
mentioned, and to that of xvpséry¢ in both of the other passages. In 1 Cor. xv. 24 we 
find apyfy, éfovoiav, divauw; in Rom. viii. 38, ayyeAou, apyai, dvvdperc (T. RB.) ; 
in 1 Pet. iii. 22, ayyéAwv, tovody, duvdyeov. It is difficult, under these circum- 
stances, to make any definite affirmations as to the precise distinctions in meaning 
of the several words, as thus used. The fact should be observed, however, that 
wherever p77 and éfovcia occur, the latter word always follows apyf, and that 
dbvauic, when occurring with either of the two, follows it, or, when occurring with 
both, follows both. There would seem, therefore, to be some definiteness of order, 
or something connected with the words, which made it natural for the apostle to 
write them in this way. With the exception of 1 Pet. iii. 22, Luke xii. 11, and 
the scarcely parallel passage Luke xx. 20, where we find t7 apy xal rH é&ovoig 
Tow Hyeubvoc, these combinations are peculiar to Paul. 

(hk) The introduction of the word: aité¢ in ver. 17 cannot be satisfactorily 
accounted for, unless especial emphasis is laid upon it. Lightf. says that avré¢ 
éorw of this verse exactly corresponds with éy@ eiwi of John viii. 58 (comp. Exod. 
iii.14). He accordingly affirms that éorvy is not an enclitic in this place, but should 
be accented éorw. W. & H. give it the accent. Commentators and textual 
editors in general, however, regard it as an enclitic, (so Tisch., Treg., Lachm., EL, 
Mey., de W.). Whatever may be held with regard to this point, the emphatic 
aitéc, the rpd rdvtwv, and the Ta ravra .. . ovvéotyxev, show His pre-existence and 
His superiority to created things. Had there not been an intention to make these 
ideas peculiarly prominent, no such repetition as that of this verse and ver. 16 
could have been given. 

XXVIII. Vy. 18-20. 


(a) In the second part of the statements with respect to the Son, vv. 18-20, the 
connection with Eph. i. 20 ff. is manifest. The forms of expression in the two 
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“cases, however, are somewhat different because of the fact that, in Eph., the whole 
passage is limited to what follows the resurrection of Christ, while here it covers 
also the pre-existent state. The declaration that He is the head of the Church is 
placed at the beginning here, at the end in Eph. The headship is presented 
under different forms of expression. In Eph., where the exaltation above all 
authority and power, etc., and the subjecting of all things under Him, are set forth 
first, and the mention of the headship follows, the words are such as we might 
naturally expect—“ and Him He gave as head over all things to the Church which 
is His body.” Here, on the other hand, the headship is mentioned first, and the 
exaltation connected with it afterwards. Accordingly, we have here, as the open- 
ing words of the passage, “And He Himself is the head of the body the Church,” 
and then the statement “who is the beginning, the first-born,” ete. In both 
cases, and most distinctly here, the word head is connected with the application of , 
the word body to the Church. It has, thus, a figurative sense, and the two passages 
accord with others in Paul’s writings in which the Church is called Christ’s body, 
and individual Christians members of His body. In Eph. i. 23, this figurative 
representation may be extended so far, that the body, the Church, is conceived of 
as that by which Christ (tod wAypovyévov x,7.A.) is, as the head, filled up to the 
completeness of a man—the head and body making an entire man. Td 7A7jpwua, 
in that verse, however, may have a different sense, according to some writers (e.g. 
see Meyer on Eph. i. 23), and may mean that which is filled by Christ (rod zAyp- 
ovu, being a genitive asif of the agent). Or, as some take it, the plenitude of 
Christ’s graces being communicated to the Church, the latter becomes, in a certain 
sense, His fullness. 

(6) The fact of the co-ordinate bipartite arrangement of the entire passage (vv. 
15-20) favors the view that apy7 is not simply equivalent to and explained by 
mpwrdroxoc, as Meyer holds, but that it contains the idea of source or beginning of 
the spiritual creation—as, in the earlier verses, the Son is said to be the agent in the 
natural creation, If apy is understood thus, tperéroxo¢ «.7.A. indicates the way in 
which He becomes the apy4.—(c) mpordroxog of ver. 18 has a certain parallelism 
with the same word in ver. 15, but the parallelism of the whole expression in the 
two verses is not complete. This is proved by the form of expression, and also by 
the added clauses in the two cases. He is first-born from the dead, as having been 
Himself one of the dead; but He is not first-born of every creature, as being Him- 
self created. The writer himself has made the distinction clear by the very careful 
ordering of his phraseology —(d) The final clause iva yévyras év raow abti¢ mporeb- 
ov indicates that the apostle has a progress of development in his mind—a progress 
from a beginning to a consummation,—and in this the rising from the dead and 
being head of the body, the Church, is an essential step. He moves forward in his 
thought from the pre-existent state, before the creation of all things, to the final 
result, when the reconciliation of all things shall have taken place. This clause 
thus points to the eternal Divine purpose, which is in process of accomplishment. 
That this is the Divine purpose is proved by the following ére x.7.2.'(so Meyer). 

(e) The arguments presented by Meyer against the view of Ell. and Ewald, 
that Tar 70 rAgpoua is the subject of evdéxyoev, are satisfactory. Lightf. urges, in 
addition, that, with evdédxnoev, personification such as would be required by that 
view of x. tr. x2, would suggest personality.—(f) As to the meaning of 7d TA#papa, 
it must, from all the indications of the context, refer to God’s fullness, 7. e. that by 
which He is filled. But whether we are to understand by it, with Mey., the 
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fullness of the Divine grace, or the fullness of the Godhead (Sedrzroc ii. 9), it is 
more difficult to determine. In favor of the former supposition is the fact that 
the clause which is co-ordinated with this (aroxaraAAdta k.T.A,) refers to the work 
of Divine grace, and the context, as far as ver. 23, deals with this subject. On the 
other hand, the latter view is favored by ii. 9, where tc Sedr. is added; by the 
possible or probable allusion to the doctrines of the false teachers; and by what- 
ever evidence may exist that this expression was a technical term meaning the 
fullness of Deity. There is possibly a sort of parallelism in thought between eixdv 
tov Geow of ver. 15, as related to éxrioty év ait@ of ver. 16, and this expression 
with xaroijoat év abt as related to aroxaraARdta di aitov. Tf so, an additional 
ground for the second view may be found in this fact. The objection that Paul 
would hardly have omitted tij¢ Wedryroc when-he first uses 7A7jpaua in the Epistle, 
if he had desired to have the expression thus understood, and this particularly in 
a passage where the reader’s thought might connect it with another idea, is one 
of considerable force. It must be borne in mind, however, that this is the only 
instance in the Pauline Epistles in which 76 rA#pwya occurs without a defining 
genitive, whatever may be its reference or connection. The absence of such a 
genitive here is remarkable on any explanation of the meaning. It must also be 
remembered, that this is the Epistle in which the early beginnings of the Gnostic 
theories are most clearly indicated. On whichever side the probabilities of the 
meaning here may lie, there can be no doubt in respect to ii. 9. The Apostle’s 
doctrine is, therefore, not dependent on this verse. The view of 76 7/., in the 
present passage, which refers it to the Divine grace is adopted by Meyer, Alf., 
Eadie, de W., and others; that which makes it refer to the fullness of Deity, or 
of the nature of God, is maintained by EIl., Weiss, Bib. Theol. N. T., Lightf., Hu- 
ther, and others. Meyer’s claim that “it would be an wtterly arbitrary cowrse men- 
tally to supply here 77¢ Geéryroc,” cannot be sustained. No such affirmation can 
properly be made on either side. 

(g) With respect to avoxara/74fa x.7.2, the following points should be con- 
sidered :—(1) The fundamental idea of the verb is reconciliation, a changing 
from enmity to friendship.—(2) This idea is confirmed in the present case by 
eipyvorojoac x.7.A, of this verse; by the evident meaning of the verb in ver. 
21; and by dvrac and. Kai éExSpove (ver. 21) compared with auapoug k.7.A. (ver. 
22).—(8) The things in the heavens must refer to, or at least they must include, 
the good angels, as is manifest from ver. 16. There seems, however, to be no 
possibility of applying the word reconcile, in its strict and proper sense, to these 
angels. The verb aroxaradAdfat must therefore have, so far as it refers to them, 
a certain “elasticity” of meaning, as Meyer says.—(4) The end in view of the 
reconciliation mentioned in ver. 21 is to perfect holiness in the reconciled per- 
sons—“to present you holy and without blemish and unreprovable before 
him.”—(5) In Eph. i. 10, which, if not altogether parallel to the present passage, 
must be regarded as having some immediate connection with it in thought, the 
word avaxegaraiocacda is used in place of atoxataAAdEa. The former verb is 
not, indeed, equivalent in meaning to the latter, but is rather the sequel to it, as 
Meyer says. Nevertheless, it may suggest the thought which is to be found in 
arxox,, so far as that verb has reference to the heavenly beings. In connection 
with the consummation of the work of Christ in overcoming the power of sin in 
this world, there may, not impossibly, be some exaltation in holiness, and, not 
improbably, some perfection of blessedness unknown before, secured to those 
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beings who have never sinned.—(6) Whether 74 xdvra in this connection is to 
be understood as limited to intelligent beings, or as extended so as to cover the 
whole of that which exists (Meyer), or the totality of created things (Ell.), is 
somewhat doubtful. The universality of the neuter and the correspondence of 
the phraseology with ver. 16 favor the latter view. Such passages as Rom. ylii. 
19 ff. ; 2 Pet. iii. 18 may, also, furnish some support for it. On the other hand, 
it is clear that the following context refers only to persons (vv. 21 ff), and it is 
also evident that, at ver: 18, the general thought turns from the natural to the 
spiritual creation. The passage in Eph.,, also, (i. 10) follows upon a line of 
thought which has reference to God’s purpose and work in redemption. 

(h) As to the meaning and extent of the reconciliation here spoken of—how 
far it is actually realized in the subjective experience of individuals, and whether 
the idea of universal restoration or salvation is suggested—we may remark :—(1) 
Meyer claims that God is the subject, whose hostility is removed by the reconcili- 
ation, as in Rom. y. 10. He asserts this on the ground of the universal ta ravra 
—all things that exist; it being impossible that the whole universe should be 
hostilely disposed towards God. This ground would not be sufficient, of course, 
if Tad mwdvra refers to intelligent beings. According to this view the reconcilia- 
tion is viewed from the side of God and the Divine plan, as in all probability it 
is in Rom. v. 10 and 2 Cor. v. 18,19. If it be adopted, the universality may be 
found in the provisions of the plan, rather than in its realized results. There is 
so much in this passage, however, which apparently points towards actual con- 
summation, that we can hardly suppose the thought of this to have been absent 
from the writer’s mind, even if he was looking at the plan. The passages in 
Rom. and 2 Cor. are not parallel in this regard—(2) The realized result seems 
evidently to be referred to in vv. 21, 22. It must be admitted, however, that this 
result may there be suggested in the other words, while azoxata2A, may point 
more particularly towards the Divine side and the plan of redemption.—(8) It is 
worthy of notice that in this passage, and in the corresponding one in Eph., the 
statement of this universality is connected, in the surrounding context, with allu- 
sions to those only who are in the Christian body. The same is true of Phil. ii. 
10. These declarations do not occur in any passage where the author’s primary 
purpose is, to show how universally the plan of redemption results in securing the 
salvation of individual men.—(4) It is not inconsistent with a reasonable view of 
either of the two passages in Eph. and Col., or of the one in Phil., to suppose that 
the writer leaves out of consideration the finally unbelieving portion of mankind 

‘and the evil angels. Weiss (Bibl. Theol. N. T. Vol. ii. p. 109, n. 8 (Eng. Tr.) 
says, “evil spirits and unbelievers, being incapable of final union to Christ, are, 
it is self-evident, left out of account.”—(5) The intimations in the Pauline Epis- 
tles, as well as elsewhere in the N. T., in regard to the ultimate fate and loss of 
unbelievers, must be allowed their proper influence in connection with these pas- 
sages. This is especially true, in view of what has already been said in the fore- 
going remarks.—(6) The explanation of Weiss referred to above is more satisfac- 
tory than the elaborate one given by Meyer on page 242, because it can hardly 
be said with accuracy that, after the demoniac portion of the angelic world and 
the unbelieving portion of mankind have been consigned to Gehenna, there will 
be no longer anything alienated from God and the object of His hostility. This 
view either makes subjection in the case of these angels and men equivalent to 
roconciliation, which cannot be affirmed, or limits rd mdvra, as Meyer here 
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apparently does, to the new heaven and new earth, which, to say the least, is a 
doubtful limitation. Ta xévra in ver. 16, and again as connected with ver. 20, 
apparently includes not merely the heaven and the earth, but the intelligent 
beings in them. Unless, therefore, the writer is confining his thought either to 
the Divine provision of redemption, without regard to individual acceptance of 
it, or to those who accept it, as suggested by the surrounding context, it seems 
arbitrary to exclude from ra xévra, in ver. 20, any of those included in it in ver. 16. 

(i) ipyvoroujcac is connected immediately with the idea of droxararrdza, 
and accordingly refers to peace with God. It is noticeable that this suggestion of 
peace occurs here before the allusion to the readers as having been called into the 
Christian life from among the Gentiles, while in Eph. ii. 11 ff. it is introduced 
after a similar allusion. By reason of this fact, in Eph. the word takes hold not 
only of the idea of peace with God, but also, and especially, of peace (the destruc- 
tion of the enmity) between Gentiles and Jews. In a similar way, the word 
aryAdorpiwuévoc in Eph. ii. 12 is connected with “the commonwealth of Israel 
and the covenants of the promise,” while here the reference is not thus limited. 
The genitive, if supplied here, would, as Meyer says, be Geov, 


XXIX. Vy. 21-23. 


(a) The construction of tua¢ «.7.A. of ver. 21, as well as the textual reading in 
the case of the last word of this verse (whether azoxar#A2afev or droxatnAAaynrte), is 
uncertain. If we read the second person plural of the verb, it seems better, on the 
whole, to make the clause from vvvi to Savdrov parenthetical, and to connect 
mapacrjoat, by the xai at the beginning of ver. 21, with amoxaradAdEa of ver. 20— 
iuac of ver. 21 being the object of wapacrioa, and being repeated in tyudc 
of yer. 22. This construction must be regarded as more simple and natural 
than that which is given by Meyer, who makes tapaorjoat, the object aimed at in 
the reconciliation. With the text azoxar#7afev, Meyer’s view would apparently be 
correct (so Ell. and some others), but Meyer reads the verb in the 2d pers. 
W. & H. give the parenthetical character to the sentence commencing with vuvi 
dé, even with the verb in the 3d pers. sing., but this is less probable.-—(b) The 
23d verse does not indeed necessarily, but may quite probably have an incidental 
reference to the danger, to which the readers were exposed, of being led away 
from the truth by the errorists—(c) The connection of ver. 23 with vv. 5, 6, can 
scarcely fail to be observed—rij¢ éAridoc, Tov evayyediov ob HKoboare, Tov Knpuxdévrog 
év radon Krice, (comp. dtaxovoc ver. 7).—(d) Ell. Lightf. Rid., and others agree 
with Mey., that doy xricec means every creature, not the whole creation. 


XXX. Vv. 24-29. 


(a) The textual reading 6c, which Meyer adopts, is rejected by Tisch., Treg., 
W. & H., Alf, R. V., Hofm., Ell. Lightf. and others. The oldest MSS. omit it, 
and its insertion is easily accounted for by the final syllable of diaxovoc of ver. 23, 
and the desire to make an easy transition to ver. 24. Meyer’s view, that it fell 
out by reason of diéxovoc, or by the fact that a Church lesson began here, is Jess 
probable—(b) The sufferings here alluded to, as may be inferred from Eph. iii. 
1-13, are especially those connected with his imprisonment. This is indicated 
by the similarity in various phrases between the passage in Ephesians and these 
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verses, Comp. the use of PAixpere in both passages, éyevdumy (Ov) duaxovoc, oixovoula, 
TO LUOTHPLOV TO ATOKEKP,, ATO TMV aia@vwy, etc. , 
(c) avtavarAnpo Ta vboTephuata Tov FAibew tov Xpiorov.— With reference to 
‘these words we may observe: (1) The “afflictions” are designated by the word 
@Aiecc, which, according to the general usage of the N. T., denotes outward 
calamities or troubles. The suffering of Christ for sin, distinctly so called, is 
evidently not included in the word; ~a@juata of this verse must, accordingly, 
be explained in the same way, and also tajpata of 2 Cor. i. 5—(2) In 2 Cor. i. 
5 the sufferings of Christ appear to be represented as so abounding that they over- 
flow from Him upon His disciples. That verse seems, in a certain sense, to pre- 
sent the opposite side of the thought here presented. The argument becomes a 
strong one, therefore, that the genitive Xpcorod in this place, as well as in 2 Cor., 
is a gen. of the subject, and in the strict sense of belonging to Him, being His.— 
(3) The reference to the Church, in ver. 24, as Christ’s body naturally carries 
back the thought to 7 Kegady tov coparog ver. 18, and to the similar expression 
in Eph. i. 28. This relation of the body to the head may, therefore, be properly 
taken into consideration in the explanation of the words “fill up,” ete. It sug- 
gests how the sufierings of the body may be conceived as belonging primarily to 
the head, and as “abounding unto” (overflowing from the head to) the body.— 
(4) The verb avravarAnpo carries in it the idea of filling up or supplying 
what belongs to one person by another, as a substitute. It represents the taking 
hold, as it were, over against another, and bearing up what he does not or cannot 
bear, and thus supplying his place and his want, and in this way filling up what 
is lacking—(5) It will be noticed that, in 2 Cor. i. 3-5, the abounding or over- 
flowing of the sufferings of Christ to the apostle is placed in a parallelism with 
the passing over of the comfort which the Apostle had received from God, in his 
sufferings, to the Corinthian Christians in theirs. The suggestion derived from 
this fact may have a bearing on the present verse. In view of these considera- 
tions, we may conclude that the Apostle’s conception is that all the sufferings and 
afflictions which are involved in the carrying on of Christ’s work in the world, 
whether experienced by Himself or His followers, are His own, and that, as He 
was not able, in His earthly life, to bear them all, they overflow to His followers. 
“As filling up that which remains from Him, His followers, in a certain figurative 
sense, supply His place, after His death, so far as these experiences are concerned. 
They may rejoice in tribulations, therefore,—and the Apostle himself does rejoice, 
—not only because they tend (as in Rom. vy. 3 ff.) to the confirmation of the hope 
of future glory, and not only because they are endured for the welfare of the 
Chureh and the progress of the Gospel (Eph. iii. 1, 18; Phil. i. 12, and other 
passages), but also because in the endurance of them the disciple is brought, in 
a most intimate way, into fellowship with Christ. Comp. on this whole subject 
Matt. xx. 23; Rom. viii. 17; Gal. vi. 17; Phil. iii. 10; Heb. xiii. 13.; 1 Pet. iv. 
13; and on the genitive, as subjective, 2 Cor. iv. 17; Eph. iii. 18; Jas. i. 27, with 
PA, and 2 Cor. i. 5; Phil. iii. 10; 1 Pet. i. 11, iv. 18, v.1, with adfyara. 
(d) Oixovoyiav—That this word is correctly explained by Meyer is indicated by 
a comparison of the passage with 1 Cor. iv.1, and Rom. xv. 15 ff. These two pas- 
sages, when taken together, present in a striking way the ideas and expressions of 
vy. 25, 26:—the oixovouia as connected with the svorfpov (in 1 Cor.), the 
entrusting of the office, and the fulfilling of the word with reference to preaching 
to the Gentiles (in Rom.) ; (comp. also vy. 26, 27 with Rom. xvi. 25, 26). The 
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word oikevouiay is found in Eph. i. 10, where it cannot have this sense of steward- 
ship. In Eph. iii. 2, in a passage somewhat similar to the one before us, it prob- 
ably does not have this meaning. But in Eph. i. 10, the connection and thought 
are entirely different, and in Eph. iii. 2 it will be observed that the development 
of the subject is more in detail than it is here. The development there proceeds 
from the thought of the economy of grace which had been made known to the 
apostle (vv. 2-6), to that of the office and commission which had been given to 
him to proclaim this economy (vv. 7 ff.). Here, on the other hand, the passage 
begins with the latter point, and all that is said is brought into subordination to 
this. The fact mentioned by Meyer in his notes on Eph. iii. 2, that the participle 
is there connected with ydap:to¢ (doWeicnc), while here it agrees with oixovouiay (do- 
¥eicay), shows the different conception in the two cases—(e) The same peculiar 
reference of the “vorj#piov which we find in these verses is indicated also in Eph. 
iii. 1-12. In the latter passage this is more distinctly presented than it is here— 
that the Gentiles are fellow-heirs, and fellow-members of the body, and fellow- 
partakers of the promise in Christ Jesus through the gospel. But that the writer 
_ thinks of this bearing of the gospel on the Gentiles here, is sufficiently manifest. 
The two passages were, doubtless, written with the same general thoughts in 
mind, and should be interpreted in connection with each other. Yet certain indi- 
vidual characteristics belong to each. The development of the passage in Eph. is 
influenced by the thought of the Divine plan and eternal purpose with which 
that Epistle opens, and by that of the removal of the separation between Jews 
and Gentiles which does not belong so definitely in the present letter. 

(f) It is doubtful, to say the least, whether Meyer’s view of yevedy, that it 
refers to men while aiévwy refers to times, can be affirmed. A comparison with 
Eph. iii. 21 favors the reference of both words to time—(g) With respect to ver. 
27, the following points may be noticed :—(1) whether ti means what in the sense 
of how great, as Meyer holds, or simply what, the question, as a whole, suggests the 

‘former idea. (2) The antecedent of 6 (or 6, if this is adopted as the true text) is, 
probably, “vorypiov, and not (as Meyer) 76 zAovto¢ «.7.2, This may be inferred from 
the fact that Christ is spoken of as the mystery in ii. 2; from the fact that Avotypiov 
is the most prominent word—it is the mystery, to which the riches of the glory 
belong ; and from the fact that the idea of the wealth of the glory does not seem to be 
exhausted by the hope of the glory. The revelation makes known the mystery 
—what had been unknown—that Christ is among or in the Gentiles the hope of 
the future heavenly glory, and it opens the knowledge of what the greatness and the 
richness of this glory are. (3) Meyer is apparently correct in referring the dd&7¢ 
before yvorypiov and the dé&y¢ after éAri¢ to the same thing, i.e. the glory of the 
Messianic Kingdom—of the «Anpovouia—to which the éAri¢ points—(/) ’Ev with 
roig éOvecty has, doubtless, the sense of among ; with iviv it may mean among or 
in. The correspondence in form and the nearness to each other of the two phrases 
favor the former meaning for the second év. But as the writer is speaking, in 
the first clause, of making known to the saints what is, etc., he naturally uses in 
that place the word among i.e. as manifested among. In the second case, on the 
other hand, he is giving an explanation of what the mystery is, and he says that 
it is Christ, as the hope, etc. The clauses, therefore, are not parallel; and, as 
hope is a subjective thing within the individual mind, we should more naturally 
expect him to use in here. 

(i) The thrice repeated tdvta dvdpwrov is noticed by Meyer as emphasizing 
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the idéa of universality. Lightf. remarks upon this as follows: “This great truth 
[the universality of the Gospel], for which St. Paul gave his life, was now again 
endangered by the doctrine of an intellectual exclusiveness taught by the Gnosti- 
cizers at Colossae, as before it had been endangered by the doctrine of a ceremo- 
nial exclusiveness taught by the Judaizers in Galatia.’ The apostle had met 
with new adversaries, but not in every sense new. They assailed the same great 
peculiarity of his teaching—the gospel for all nations and all men. The stand- 
point of attack changed, but the attack came upon the same doctrine. And the 
new errorists were not wholly new, in the sense of being entirely unconnected with 
the old ones. They had the old Jewish element, though it was mingled with, 
and affected by, new influences, which had come from the Oriental or Greek phi- 
losophy. The progress and the growth from the time of the earlier epistles were 
a natural advance, and in the natural order. They were not greater, nor was the 
state of thought at the end further removed from that at the beginning, than 
might have been expected in those earliest days of the Church. 


ae 
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CHAPTER II. 


Ver. 1. tepi] Lachm. and Tisch. 8 read irép, following A BC D* Py min. 
But how easily may irép have been suggested to the copyists by i. 24 and iv. 12!— 
The form épaxav (Lachm. and Tisch. 7) or éépaxav (Tisch. 8) is more than 
sufficiently attested by A B C D* x%*, etc., to.induce its reception in opposition to 
the usage elsewhere. Respecting this Alexandrian form see Winer, p. 73 [E. T. 
76] ; and on é6p., Fritzsche, ad Aristoph. Th. 32.—Ver. 2. Instead of ovuf:Baobévrec, 
Elzevir has cvu$Bactévrwv, in opposition to decisive testimony ; an emendation.— 
mravra rAairov] A C min. have wav 7d xAovroc (so Lachm. Tisch. 7), and are also 
joined by B y* Clem. with 7av xAovroc (so Tisch. 8). Here also (comp. i. 27) the 
neuter is the original; in thinking of the more common 6 zAovroc the ILANTO 
became ITANTA, in accordance with which zAocvrov also came to be written. The 
reading of Tisch. 8 is a restoration of the neuter form after the article had been 
lost.—Instead of the simple tov Gov (so Griesb. Scholz, Tisch. 7, Rinck ; among 
modern expositors, Bihr, Olshausen, de Wette, Ewald), Elzevir has tov Ocov kal 
matpo¢ kai tow Xpiorov, while Lachm. reads tov Geov Xprorov, and Tisch. 8 Tov Oco%, 
Xpiorov. Among the numerous various readings, Tov Geov Xpccrod (also adopted by 
Steiger, Huther, Bleek, Hofmann) is certainly strongly enough attested by B. Hilar. 
(but without vss.), while the simple toi Ozov has only 37, 67**, 71, 80*, 116, Arm. 
ed. Venet. in its favor. A C »*,4, Sahid. Vulg. ms. have tov Oe0v marpoc (Tov) X., 
which Béhmer and Reiche prefer, whilst 8** Syr. p. have rt. O<od kai rarp. Tov X., 
and others still, such as Syr. Copt. Chrys. read 7. 9. waTpé¢ kai tov Xpiotov, and 
consequently come nearest to the Recepta ; but a few authorities, after the mention 
of God, insert év Xpia7G, as Clem. Ambrosiaster: tov Ocov év X. Regarding these 
yariations we must judge thus: (1) the far too weak attestation of the bare row 
Ocov is decisive against it; (2) the reading of Lachm.: Tov Oeov Xpucrov, is to be 
regarded as the original, from which have arisen as glosses the amplifications Tov 
Qzov Tarpod¢ Tov X.,1 and Tov Ocov warp. Kai Tov X., as well as the Recepta ; (3) the 
reading Tov Gcoi év Xpior@ arose out of a gloss (év Xpior@) written on the margin 
at év ©, in accordance with i. 27, which supplanted the original Xpvorov ; (4) the 
év Xpioré thus introduced was again subsequently eliminated, without, however, 
the original Xpicrot being reinserted, and thus arose the reading of Griesb. rod 
@cov, which therefore—and with this accords its late and weak attestation— 
appears to be merely a half completed critical restoration—Ver. 4. dé] is wanting 
in B x*, Tisch. 8; but it was readily omitted by the copyists before the syllable 
AE—ph t1¢] Lachm. and Tisch. read yqdeic, which, following preponderant codd. 
(ABCDEPy), is to be preferred—Ver. 7. év 7H rior.] Lachm. and Tisch. 


1If this reading, relatively so strongly must have given rise to dogmatic scruples, 
attested, were the original one, it would not and only the description of God as rod @eod 
be easy to see why it should have been Xpicrov could have done so. 
glossed or altered. The original expression 
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have only 7# iore, following B D* min, Vulg. It. Archel. Ambrosiast. Theophyl. 
Properly ; the év was mechanically introduced from the adjoining text.—év atrj] 
though suspected by Griesh., and rejected by Tisch. 8 (it is wanting in A C x* 
min. Copt. Tol. Archel.), is to be defended. Its omission was easily occasioned 
by the fact that 7epioo. was found to be already accompanied by a more precise 
definition expressed by év. The év air@ read by D* **, 1, Pel. vss., though only a 
mechanical repetition of the preceding év air@, testifies indirectly to the fact 
that originally év air was in the text.—Ver. 10. 6¢ éorw] Lachm. reads 6 
éorw, following B D EF G Germ. Hilar. A mistaken correction, occasioned by 
the reference of the preceding év aiT@ to 76 TAjpwuza—Ver. 11. After couaroc Elz. 
has tv duaptiov; an exegetical addition, in opposition to decisive testimony. 
Comp. Rom. vi. 6.—Ver. 13. The second tua¢ is indeed wanting in Elz., but 
receives so sufficient attestation through A C K L y%*, min. vss. and Fathers, 
that its omission must be explained on the ground of ifs seeming superfluous. B 
min. Ambr. have 77u@¢, which is conformed to the following juiv. Instead of this 
quiv, Elz. has ipiv, in opposition to decisive testimony.—Ver. 17. a@] Lachm. reads 
é, following B F G It. Goth. Epiph. Ambrosiast. Aug. To be preferred, inasmuch 
as the plural was naturally suggested to the copyists by the plurality of the 
things previously mentioned.—Ver. 18. @ 7) éépaxev] uf is wanting in A B D* 
x*, 17, 28, 67**, Copt. Clar.Germ. codd. in Aug., Or. ed. Tert.? Lucif. Ambrosiast., 
while F G have ovx. The negation is with justice condemned by Griesb., Steiger, 
Olshausen, Huther, Ewald ; deleted by Tisch. 8 (bracketed by Lachm.), although 
defended specially by Reiche, whom Hofmann also follows. An addition owing 
to misapprehension. See the exegetical remarks—Ver. 20. et] Elz. reads ei ody, 
in opposition to decisive testimony. An addition for the sake of connecting, after 
the analogy of ver. 16 and iii. 1. 
i] 

Expressing in a heart-winning way his earnest concern for the salya- 
tion of the souls of his readers, Paul introduces (vv. 1-8) what he has to 
urge upon them in the way of warning against the seduction of false 
teachers (vv. 4, 5), of exhortation to faithfulness (vv. 6, 7), and then, again, 
of warning (ver. 8). He then supports what he has urged by subjoining 
the relative soteriological instructions and remindings (vv. 9-15), from 
which he finally draws further special warnings as respects the cenaers 
theatening them on the part of the false teachers (vy. 16-28). 

Ver. 1. [On Vy. 1-5, see Note XXXI. pages 331-334.] Tap] [XXXT a.] 
The apostle now confirms,in concreto the eic 8 «. Kom. ayoviZéuevog K.7.A., Which 
has just been affirmed of himself in general: in proof of that assertion I 
would have you to know, ete. Hofmann holds erroneously, in con- 
sequence of his mistaken explanation of «om in i. 29, that Paul desires 
to explain why he has said that he is becoming weary over the exertion, 
etc.—Instead of the more frequent ob (éAw tua ayvoeiv (see On Rom. xi. 25, 
i. 18), Paul uses the éAo ty. eidévar, also in 1 Cor. xi. 8; comp. Phil. i, 12— 
jAixov| what a great, vehement conflict. Paul nowhere else uses this word, 
which is classical, but does not occur either in the LXX. or in the 
Apocrypha ; in the N. T. it is only found again at Jas. iii. 5. That by the 
conflict is meant the internal pressure of solicitude and apprehension, etc. 
(comp. i. 29, also Rom. xv. 30), is plain [XX XI b.]—when we remember 


= 
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the imprisoned condition of the apostle, who now could not contend out- 
wardly with the false teachers themselves—from ver. 2. It is at the same 
time self-evident that the wrestling of prayer was an eminent way of conduct- 
ing this spiritual conflict, without its being necessary to regard iv. 12 as a , 
criterion for determining the sense in our passage.—«ai rv év Aaodix.] 
The neighboring Laodiceans (Rev. iii. 14 ff.) were without doubt exposed 
to like heretical dangers; hence also the injunction as to the mutual 
communication of the Epistles, iv. 16—kat doo. «.7.4.] The sense is: and 
generally (xai, see Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 786. 870) for all to whom Iam 
personally unknown. It adds the entire category, to which the iyeic and 
those év Aaodixeig, both regarded as churches, were reckoned to belong. Comp. 
Acts iv. 6. It is plain from our passage that Paul had not been in Colossae 
and Laodicea. It is true that Wiggers, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1888, p. 176, 
would have éco: «.7.2. understood as referring to a portion of the Colossians 
and Laodiceans, in which case cai would mean even; but the text itself is 
decisively opposed to this view by the following airév, ver. 2, which, if the 
bc0t «.7.2, to which it refers be not the class in which the readers and 
Laodiceans were included, would be altogether unsuitable; as, indeed, the 
bare even does not suffice to give special prominence to a particular 
portion (we should expect ywa/icra dé or the like), and the comprehensive 
écor Withal does not seem accounted for. Erroneous also is the view (held 
already by Theodoret in the Hypothes. and in the Commentary, though Cred- 
ner, Hinl. 154, erroneously, denies this) of Baronius, Lardner, and David 
Schultz (in the Stud. wu. Kit. 1829, p. 535 ff.), that the dcr «.7.2. were other than 
the tyeic and oi év Aaodix.; Paul having been personally known to both the 
latter. The subsequent civ is-fatal to this theory likewise; and how singu- 
larly without reason would it have been, if Paul had designated as the objects 
of his anxiety, along with two churches of the district which are supposed 
to have known him personally, all not knowing him personally, without 
distinction of locality ! With how many of the latter were there no such 
dangers at all existing, as the Colossians and Laodiceans were exposed to! 
To this falls to be added the fact, that in the entire Epistle there is not a 


_ single hint of the apostle having been present in Colossae. See, on the 


contrary, on i. 8 and on i. 23.1. According to Hilgenfeld, in his Zeitschr. 
1870, p. 245 f., the intimation that Paul was personally unknown to the 
Colossians betrays the composition of the Epistle at a later time, when the 
recollection of his labors there had been already superseded and had 
vanished from’ the memory of the churches. As if such a forgetfulness 


_ were even conceivable, in presence of the high esteem in which the 


apostle was held!—That Paul should have been so concerned about the 
Colossians and Laodiceans, as those who did not know him personally, is 
natural enough, seeing that they were not in a position to oppose the 
living impression of the apostie’s personal ministry, and his direct 
authority, to the heretical seductions. Comp. ver. 5.—év capxi] not 
belonging to éwpéxacc—in which case it would be a contrast to seeing év 


1Comp. Wieseler, Chronol. des apost. Zeitalt. p. 440. 


282 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSIANS. 
rvetpare (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Baumgarten-Crusius)—joins itself, so 
as to form one idea, with 7d xpéowxdy pov (Winer, p. 128 [E. T. 135]). See 
ver.5. The addition, which might in itself be dispensed with (comp. Gal. 
i, 22; 1 Thess. ii. 17), serves the purpose of conerete representation, without 
its being necessary to import into it a contrast to the “spiritual 
physiognomy” (Olshausen), or to the having made acquaintance in a 
spiritual fashion (Hofmann), in connection with which Estius eyen 
discovers a certain tareivworr through a higher estimation of the latter; 
although generally the idea of a spiritual mode of intercourse, independent 
of bodily absence, very naturally occasioned the concrete description : 
my bodily face. There is all the less ground for assigning év capxi, as an 
anticipation of ver. 5, to the hand of the manipulator, and that in such a 
way as to betray an author who knows the apostle to be already snatched 
away from the flesh and present in heaven (Holtzmann). 
Ver. 2. The end aimed at (ia) in this conflict: in order that their hearts 
may be comforted, viz. practically by the fact, that they are united in love, etc. 
_ Accordingly, cvuB.Bacd. «7.4. contains the mode of that comforting, which 
~ ensues, when through loving union the evil of heretical division, whether 
threatening or already rampant, is removed. Most thoughtfully and 
lovingly Paul designates the concern of his solicitude as tapadKdAnoce tov 
kapdlav avrov, not impeaching them on account of the heretical seductions, 
but making those temptations to be felt as a misfortune, in the presence 
of which one requires comfort (Vulgate : “wut consolentur”).. The explana- 
tion which makes rapaxa2. mean, like po® (LXX. Deut. ili. 28; Job iv. 3), 
to strengthen, confirm (so Huther, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius), is 
quite opposed to the Pauline usage, according to which it means to exhort 
(so Luther here), to give consolation (so Hofmann; comp. Bleek), to 
entreat, to encourage, to comfort; the latter in particular when, as here, 
it is joined with xapdia. Comp. iv. 8; Eph. vi. 22; 2 Thess. ii. 17 (also 
Ecclus, xxx. 23).—svuSiBaobévrec] referred to the logical subject of the fore- 
going, é.e. to the persons, of whom ai xapdiae abrov was said. See on Eph. 
iv. 2. It means here not instructi (Vulgate ; comp. 1 Cor. ii. 16, and the 
LXX.), nor yet introduced? which linguistic usage does not permit, but 
brought together, united, compacti® In connection therewith, é» daydra, 
which denotes Christian brotherly love, is the moral element, in which the 


1Chrysostom remarks aptly (comp. Theo- 
phylact) : #5 Aourdv omevder ai WSiver éuBadrery 
eis Td Soyma, oUTE KaTNYOpOv ovTE amadAaTTwY 
avrovs Katnyopias. 

2So Hofmann, who couples it in this sense 
with eis may 7d mAovTos, taking év dyarn ad- 
verbially, and explaining the «ai, which 
stands in the way, in the sense of “even,” to 
the effect that this introduction into all riches 
of the understanding has as its presupposition 
another introduction, viz. that into the faith. 
This is a sophistically foreed mode of dis- 
posing of the cai, suggested by nothing in tine 
context, especially since faith by no means, 


either of itself or in vv. 5-7, falls to be eon- 
sidered as a preliminary stage, as if the mAnpo- 
popia x.7.A., like a new stadium, had to be en- 
tered upon through: a second introduction; on 
the contrary, this tAnpodopia is the full rich 
development of faith in the inner life. We 
may add that oupBiBagew=to introduce is 
nothing but a lexicographical jiction invented 
by Hofmann. Chrysostom already says 
rightly: tva évw8@or. 

3 Ver.19; Eph.iv.16; Thue. ii. 29.5; Herod. 
i.74; and see Wetstein and Valckenaer, Schol. 
I, p. 453 f. 
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union is to subsist ; to which is then added the telie reference of ovuB:Bacb. 
by wat ete «.7.A,: united in love and for behoof of the full richness, etc., i.e. 
in order, by that union, to attain the possession of this full richness, 
which could not be attained, but only hindered, by division and variance. 
[XXXI ¢.]—«ai eig is not to be joined with rapaxd. (Storr, Flatt), since the 
xai rather adds to the é~relation of the ovux. its eic-relation, and is there- 
fore merely the simple and, not etiam (Bengel, Hofmann); but not to be 
explained either as et quidem (Bihr, Bohmer), or by an goo to be 
supplied (Olshausen permits a choice between the two).—rije xAnpod. ric 
ovvéc.| The full certainty of Christian insight is the lofty blessing, the whole 
riches of which, z.e. its blissful possession as a whole, they are to attain, so 
that in no element of the civecue and in no mode thereof does there 
remain any lack of completely undoubting conviction ;! comp. 1 Thess. 
1.5; Heb. vi. 11, x. 22; Rom. iv. 21, xiv. 5. On the conception of 
rAnpogoperv, see Bleek on Hebr. II. 2, p. 283 f. As to cbveoic, intelligence, 
both theoretical and practical, comp. on i. 9; that here also what is 
specifically Christian is meant kar’ éfoy7v, is plain from the context. See 
the sequel. The cumulative fullness of the description av 76 7A. 7. xAnp. 7. 
ovvéc. is naturally and earnestly called forth by the consideration of the 
dangers which threatened the xAnpod. r. ovvéc. through the attempts of 
false teachers (ver. 4).2—eic éxiyvwow «.7.2.] parallel to the preceding eic 
rav td tAovtoc x.7.A., and destined to bring in with emphasis the great 
object of the civecic (the divine counsel of redemption, rd pvorhpiov, see on i. 
26); so that what was previously set forth at length by eic nav 7d rAobTo¢ 7. 
TAnpod. Tt. cvvéc. is now succinctly summed up for the sake of annexing 
the object by cic éxfreow. Thus the distinction between .ériyvwow and 
yvoor (ver. 3) is brought out clearly.’ Comp. oni.9. But rod por. 7. 0. 
is not to be attached also to ric ocvvécewe (Hofmann), so that the ry 
éxiyvwow would occupy an interrupting position.—rov Oot] Genitive of the 
subject ; it is God, whose decree the pvor. is. The reading to be approved, 
Tov Ocov Xpiorow [XX XI d.] (see the critical remarks), means: of the God 
of Christ, i. e. to whom Christ belongs in a special way, as to His Father, 
Sender, Head, etc.; [XX XI e¢.] see on Eph.i.17; comp. John xx. 17; 
Matt. xxvii. 46. The separation of Xpicrov, however, from r. Ocov, and the 
taking it as apposition to row pvornp. roi Oeot, so that Christ Himself appears 
as the personal secret of God, “because He is personally the truth con- 
tained in God and revealed from God” (Hofmann, comp. Holtzmann, p. 
215), must be rejected, because Paul would thus have expressed himself — 
in a way as much exposed to misapprehension as possible. He would: 


1 Neither Greek authors, nor the LXX., nor godia and civeots, of yvwpige and pwrigery, 
the Apocrypha have wAnpodopia. In Ptol. Tetr. of pvoripiov amocexpuppu. and pavépwors Tod 
p. 4, 9, tAnpoddpyots is found. pvor., we may detect already the terminology 

20ida, bre motevete, GAAA TAnpodopnOnvar of the Grecian mysteries. Asif these ideas 
bas BovAomat’ ovK eis Tov mAoDTOY pdvov, 4AX’ and expressions were not sufficiently Pauline, 
cis wavra Tov TAoUTOY, iva kal év maotKaiemre- and their intentional application were not © 
rapévws TemAnpopopyuevoe Are, Chrysostom. sufficiently intelligible in the light'of theo- 

3 According to Holtzmann, p.303,in the fre-  sophic aberrations. Comp. also on i. 23; and 
quent mention of yracts and émiyvwors, of Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 420, ed. 2. 
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either have inserted an 6 éore after rod Oecd (i. 24; 1 Cor. iii. 11), or have 
omitted rod Gcov, which would have made 71d jvorfpiov Xpicrod, as in Eph. 
iii. 4, the mystery contained personally in Christ. But as the apostle has 
actually written, the reader could only understand the mystery of the God 
of Christ. If Christ is God’s (see on 1 Cor. iii. 23; comp. Luke ii. 26, ix. 
20; Acts iv. 26), then God is also the God of Christ. After @eoi, therefore, 
no comma is to be inserted. Finally, the view of Hilary (“Deus 
Christus sacramentum est”’), that 6 Oed¢ is Christ Himself (so Steiger and 
Bisping,’) is wholly without Pauline analogy, and is not to be supported 
by such passages as Rom. ix. 5; Tit. ii. 13; Eph. v. 5; in fact, even the 
lofty predicates employed in i. 15 ff., ii. 9, draw the line of distinction 
between God and Christ. Moreover, the expression itself is not harsher 
(de Wette), or even more inconceivable (Olshausen), more unsuitable and 
obscure (Reiche), than the phrase 6 Ged¢ rod xvpiov mu. "Ijoov-X. in Eph. 1. 
17; since in connection with the notion “the God of Christ,” the designa- 
tion of the latter as our Lord is unessential. The addition Xpiorod finds its 
motive in the connection, because it was just in Christ that God formed the 
decree of redemption (the pvorjp.ov), and has carried it out (Eph. ii. 10 f, 
et al.). Whosoever has known God as the God of Christ, has the divine 
uvorhpiov therewith unveiled to him. 


Ver. 8. ’Ev @] [XXXI/] is to be referred to rod pvormpiov—a remark ~ 


which applies also in the case of every other reading of the foregoing 
words—not to Christ,? as is commonly done with the Recepta, and by 
Bohmer, Dalmer, and Hofmann even with our reading. The correct 
reference is given, in connection with the Recepta, by Grotius (against 
whom Calovius contends), Hammond, Bengel, and Michaelis; and in 
connection with our reading, by Huther, Schenkel, and Bleek; its cor- 
rectness appears from the correlation in which azéxpyga stands to rov 
pvotnp. The destination of this relative clause is to bring out the high 
value of the ériyvwor tod pvotnpiov (since in Him, etc.), and that in con- 
‘trast to the pretended wisdom and knowledge of the false teachers; 
hence also the emphatic wdvre¢ of Oyo. «.7.A—The cogia and yraoie are 
here conceived objectively, and the genitives indicate wherein the treasures 
consist. The distinction between the two words is not, indeed, to be 
abandoned (Calvin: “duplicatio ad augendum valet;” comp. Huther 
and others), but yet is not to be defined more precisely than that yraoe is 
more special, knowledge, and oodia more general, the whole Christian 
wisdom, by which we with the collective activity of the mind grasp divine 
relations and those of human morality, and apply them to right practice. 
Comp. on. i. 9.3—aréxpupor] [XX XI g.] is not the predicate to eici (so 
most writers, with Chrysostom and Luther), as if it were droxexpyupévoc 
elo instead of eiolvy ardéxpvdo; for, as it stands, the -unsuitable sense 
would be conveyed: “in whom all treasures ... are hidden treasures.” 


1 Also Philippi, @laubensl. IV. 1, p. 460, ed.2. On @yoavpoi, comp. Plato, Phil. p.15 E: as 
* Older dogmatic expositors (see especially twa aodias evpyxws Onoavpdy, Xen. Mem. iy. 2. 


Calovius) discover here the omniscience of 9, i. 6.14; Wisd. vii. 14; Ecclus. i. 22; Bar. iii. 
Christ. 15, 
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But neither is it a description of the qualitative how of their being in Him} 
in so far, namely, as they do not lie open for ordinary perception (Hof- 
mann); for this adverbial use of the adjective? would be without due 
motive here, seeing that the apostle is concerned, not about the mode of 
the & @ eio:, but about the characterizing of the treasures themselves, 
whereupon the how in question was obvious of itself. We must tierefore 

ke arxéxpvgo simply as an attributive adjective to @cavpoi, placed at 
the end with emphasis: in whom the collective hidden treasures . . . are 
contained. The treasures, which are to be found in the mystery, are not 
such as lie open to the light, but, in harmony with the conception of the 
secret, hidden (comp. Matt. /. ¢.), because unattainable by the power of 


natural discernment in itself, but coming to be found by those who attain 


eig éxiyywow tov uvotnpiov, Whereby they penetrate into the domain of 
these secret riches and discover and appropriate them. The objection to 
this view of aroxp. as the adjective to @yc., viz. that there must then- 

have been written oi azoxp. (Bahr, Bleek, Hofmann), is erroneous; the 
article might have been (1 Macc. i. 23), but did not need to be, inserted. 
With the article it would mean: quippe qui absconditi sunt; without the 
article itis simply: “thesauri absconditi” (Vulgate), 7. e. aéxpudoe vtec, 
not of bvre¢ axdxpugor. 

Ver. 4. After this affecting introduction, Lestisirinis to his zealous striv- 
ing for the Christian development of his readers, and thereby claiming 
their faithful adherence to his gospel, the warning now follows, for the 
sake of which Paul has prefixed vv. 1-3 (rotro). [LX XXI h.]. That rodro 
does not refer merely to ver. 3* is in itself probable, since vv. 1-3 form a 
connected sentence admirably preparatory in its entire purport for what 
follows, and is confirmed by ver. 5, which glances back to ver. 1. Hence: 
This contained in vv. 1-3, which ye ought to know, I say with the design 
that, etc.—iva pndeic (see the critical remarks); comp. Mark v. 43; Tit. 
iii. 12; Rev. iii. 11, et al—rapadoyit.] In N. T., only found elsewhere in 
Jas. i. 22 (see Theile in loc.); frequent in the later Greek writers since 
Demosthenes (822. 25, 1037.15). It indicates, by a term borrowed from 
false reckoning, the deception and overreaching that take place through 
false reasoning. What particular sophistries the false teachers, whose 
agitations at all events tended (see ver. 8 f.) to the disadvantage of the 
Pauline gospel, were guilty of, does not appear. It is certain, however, 
that they were not those suggested by Béhmer (nothing good can come 
out of Nazareth; one who was crucified cannot have possessed divine 
wisdom), since the false teachers were not non-Christians. Hardly did 
these beguiling sophistries affect the person of the apostle, as if he were 
not concerning himself about the confirming and training of churches 


1In connection with which Bahr, Baum gar- 8Comp. LXX. Isa. xly.3; 1 Mace. i. 23; 
ten-Crusius, and Bleek convert the notion of Matt. xiii. 44. 
being hidden into that of being deposited for 4So Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calvin, Zan- 
preservation (amoxeto@at, i. 5). chius, Estius, and others, including Bahr and 
2See Kihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. iv. 12, ii. 2.17; Bohmer; Huther is undecided 
Kriger, 257. 5. 
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not planted by himself, as Hofmann thinks. In that case we should 
have in vy. 1-3 only a self-testimony to the contrary, which, as assertion 
against assertion, would neither have been skillful nor delicate ; nor do 
we in what follows find any defence in opposition to personal calumnia- 
tion. This applies also in opposition to Holtzmann, p.177.. The yép in 
ver. 5 by no means requires this interpretation —év mHavoroyig] by means 
of persuading speech ; Luther's “ with rational discourses ” misapprehends 
the meaning. It occurs in this place only in the N. T? 

Ver. 5. A special reason, having reference to his bodily absence, by 
which his readers are encouraged not to allow themselves to be deceived. 
—rj capxi] with respect to the flesh, ¢. e. bodily. Comp.1 Cor. v. 3.—aaAd] 
al, yet am I on the other hand, beginning the apodosis; see on Rom. vi. 5 
and 1 Cor. iv. 15.—r6 rvebmare] with respect to the spirit, 7. e. mentally; 
my spirit, translating itself in thought into your midst, is along with you. 
Erroneously Grotius: ‘“ Deus Paulo revelat, quae Colossis fierent,” so that 
rvevua Would be meant of the Holy Spirit. According to Wiggers, in the 
Stud. wu. Krit. 1838, p. 181, and Vaihinger, in Herzog’s Encyklop. IV. p. 79, 
dre takes for granted the apostle’s having been there previously. A 
quite groundless assumption; the verb expresses (a7é) the being away 
from, but does not indicate whether a person had been previously 
present or not, which can only be gathered from the connection or other 
circumstances of the case. In this case the context directly indicates, by 
ver. 1, that a bodily wapeitvac had not occurred. It is otherwise in 1 Cor. 
v. 3; 2 Cor. x. 1, 11, xiii. 2,10; Phil. i. 27. From the similar expression 
in‘ 1 Cor. yv. 8, Theodoret nevertheless infers that Paul é¢ Geacduevoe 
avrove éypawer tiv érictoAjy.—ordv iyiv] in your society, among you. Comp. 
Luke viii. 88, xxii. 56; Phil. i. 23; 1 Thess. iv. 17; 2 Pet. i. 18, e al— 
xaipov x. BAésrov] There is here no illogical prefixing of the yaipwr in the 
lively feeling of joy (Huther, comp. de Wette); yaipor rather expresses 
joy at the fact that he is with them spiritually, and «at Biérov iu. tiv 
ragw x«.7.A, then adds what at this joyful being with the Colossians he sees in 
them, so that the description thus advances with x. SAér.: in spirit I am 
along with you, rejoicing in this mental presence, and therewith seeing, etc. 
Comp. also Hofmann, who, however, imports into Saérev the pregnant 
meaning not conveyed by the simple verb; it is as plainly present to my 
soul, as if I saw it with my eyes. This would be x. d¢ Biérov, or x. dg év 
o~Garuoic BA. Renderings blending the ideas, such as gaudeo videns (Gro- 
tius, Wolf, Biihr, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleek, and others), or beholding 
with joy (Bengel, Heinrichs, Flatt), are at variance with the words as they 
stand. Some erroneously cite Josephus, Bell. iii. 10.2, where yaipw Kai 
Brérov (not Agro) means: I rejoice, when I eyen see it. Winer, p. 488 
[E. T. 469 f£.], and Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 425, supply with yaipor the 
words : concerning you. But the supplying of é’ éziv is not justified by 


1 But see Plato, Theaet. p.162E; comp.Dem. —-miBavias Adyey, Lucian, Amor.7. Hence the 
928. a; Adyous Oavpaciws mavovs,also mBavo- art of persuasion: # m@avoAoyixy, Arr. Epict. 
Aoyetv, Diog. L. x. 87; Diod. Sic. i. 39; and i. 8. 7. 
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the context, which naturally suggests joy at the being together with the 
readers, for yaip. stands alongside of this as an accompanying relation 
without any other definition of object. ‘And according to this view there 
is no ground at all for an explicative rendering of «ai, which Winer still 
admits (so also BOhmer and Olshausen),—The testimony, moreover, which 
is given to the readers by #dérwv «.7.A. is not inconsistent with the 
anxious conflict in ver. 1; but, on the contrary, makes the latter, in a 
psychological point of view, all the more conceivable, when the dangers 
which threatened a state of things still even now so good are considered. 
—ijov t. Tafa] The prefixed pronoun owes this position to the favor- 
able expectation which the Colossians, more than many others, have 
awakened in the apostle. The réévc is order, orderly condition. Its anti- 
thesis is aragia, Plato, Tim. p.30 A. For the idea see Plato, Gorg. -p. 504 
A: tafewg . . . Kal xécuov tTvyovea oixia, Polyb. i. 4. 6: 7 ciuraca axéow x. 
7akig tHE oixovpévyc, Wl. 36. 6:7 . . . deaipeoic x. Tague. It is often used of 
the organized condition of the state, Dem. 200. 4, Plat. Orit. p. 109 D; else- 
where also (see Sturz, Ler. Xen. IV. p. 245) of the army, sometimes to 
designate a section of it (a company of two Aéyov), and sometimes to ex- 
press its regular arrangement in rank and file (Thue. iii. 87. 2, iv. 72. 2, 126. 
4, viii. 69. 1). Hofmann! takes both 7d£.. and orepéoua in a military 
sense. But the two words have not in and of themselves the military 
sense; they would receive it from the context, which is not the case here. 
Moreover, the meaning fortress, military bulwark, is expressed not by 
crepéwua generally, but by égpyua or oyxbpwua, 2 Cor.-x. 4. Hence, if we 
would avoid arbitrariness, we can only abide by the view that here rdgie 
means the orderly state of the Christian church, which has hitherto not been 
disturbed by sectarian divisions or forsaken by the readers. Comp. 1 Cor. 
xiv. 40. To this owtward condition Paul then subjoins the inner one, by 
which the former is conditioned: and the solid hold of your faith in Christ. 
orepéwua, firmamentum, that which has been made firm (Arist. partt. an. ii. 9; 
Theophr. H. pl. v. 7. 3), a late word, often found in LXX., Aquila, The- 
odotion, Symmachus, and Apocrypha (see Schleusner, Thes. V. p. 102 f.), 
represents the stedfastness and immovableness of faith in such a way, 
that the latter appears as protected by a strong work (with solid founda- 
tion, masonry, etc.) from injury (Ezek. xiii. 5; Ps. xviii. 2; 3 Esdr. viii. 
81). On the subject-matter, comp. Acts xvi. 5: éorepeotvro rH riores, 1 Pet. 
v. 9: dvrioryre otepeot tH riotet. The abstract firmness, however (Huther, 
de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleek, and older expositors), which would 
be orepedrnc, is never designated by the word. Chrysostom explains 
rightly : dre roAAd ovvayaydy ovyKoAAgoetc muKvOG Kai AdiaomacTaC, TéTe OTEpéwpa 
yivera. The genitive tic ricrewc, finally, is not to to be taken in such a way 
as to make faith the orepéoya (Hofmann), which protects the readers, as if 
it were 7d iuav orepéwya; but as the genitive of the subject,in such a way 
that their faith has the orepéwya securing it, which Paul spiritually sees.— 
To call in question the unseducedness here attested (Baumgarten-Crusius, 


1Whom Holtzmann, p. 177, has too rashly followed. 
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who leaves it a question whether the sense is not merely: “fit is so”’), 
or to refer it to only a part of the church (Flatt), is a quite arbitrary result 
of unduly pressing the general utterance of commendation. 

Ver, 6f. [XXXIi.] From the warning given in ver. 4 and haying its 
ground assigned in ver. 5, follows (ov) the positive obligation to make 
Christ, as He had been communicated to them through the instruction 
which they had received, the element in which (év ai7@) their conduct of 
the inner and outer life moves (repurareire), Whereupon the more precise 
modal definitions are subjoined by éppifauévor .7.2.—d¢] according as. 
Observe that in the protasis tapeAdBere and in the apodosis wepirareire (not 
éy ait@, aS Hofmann thinks) have the emphasis, in which case the addition 
of an otrwe was not necessary. Their walk in Christ is to be in harmony 
with the instruction, by means of which they have through Epaphras 
received Christ.—rapeAaBere] have received (i. 7; Eph. iv. 20), comp. Gal. i. 
9,12; 1 Thess. ii. 18, iv. 1; 2 Thess. iii. 6; 1 Cor. xi. 23. Christ was com- 
municated to them as the element of life’ The rendering: have accepted 
(Luther, Bahr, B6hmer, Huther, Hofmann), is not contrary to Pauline 
usage (de Wette; but see on Phil. iv. 9; 1 Cor. xv. 1); but it is opposed to 
the context, in which after ver. 4 (see especially ver. 7: xalac édidayOyre, 
and ver. 8: xara r7v rapddoow tov avOp.) the contrast between true and false 
Christian instruction as regulative of the walk, and not the contrast between 
entrance into the fellowship of Christ and the walk therewith given (Hof- 
mann), predominates.*—rdv X. "I. rdv xbpeov] A solemnly complete designa- 
tion, a summary of the whole confession (1/Cor. xii. 3; Phil. ii. 11), in which 
Tov xbpiov, conformably with its position and the entire connection, is to be 
taken in the sense: asthe Lord, consequently attributively, not as a mere appo- 
sition (de Wette, Bleek, Ellicott, and others), in which Hofmann includes 
also ’Iycovv, a view which is not warranted by Eph. iii. 1.—Ver. 7. ép:fou. 
k. érotxod. év abt] introduces the ethical habitus in the case of the required 
mepirateiv év X, But the vivid conception, in the urgency of properly 
exhausting the important point, combines very dissimilar elements; for 
the two figures, of a plant and of a building, are inconsistent as such both 
with seperareire and with one another. Comp. Eph. iii.17f. By beginning 
a new sentence with éppfouévoe «.7.2., and thus construing it in connection 
with ver. 8 (Schenkel, Hofmann), we should gain nothing in symmetry, 
and should only lose without sufficient reason in simplicity of construc- 
tion; while we should leave the év abr@ mepurareire in ver. 6 in a dispropor- 
tionately bald and isolated position. This conjunction, moreover, of heter- 
ogeneous figures might quite as legitimately have been made by the 
apostle himself as by an interpolator, whose hand Holtzmann thinks that, 
he here discovers.—Observe further the difference in time of the two par- 


1To this conception év airg refers subse- 
quently. Chrysostom and his followers take 


extremely common Pauline idea of the év 
Xpiorg elvar is in harmony. 


this év so, that Christ is regarded as the way. 
But this Johannine conception nowhere oc- 
curs in Paul's writings; nor does it accord 
with mapeAdBere, with which, however, the 


2 Eph. iii. 17 f., by comparing which Holtz- 
mann discovers in our passage the hand of 
the interpolator, is both as regards contents | 
and form too diverse for that purpose. 
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ticiples, whereby the stedfastness of the év Xpiré ela (figuratively repre- 
sented by épA:fou.) is denoted as a subsistent state, which must be present in 
the case of the repurareiv év aio, while the further development of the Christian 
condition (figuratively represented by érockod.) is set forth as a continuing 
process of training; comp. Acts xx. 82.—érouod.] becoming built wp, in 
which éxi exhibits the building rising on the foundation The building up 
may in itself be also regarded as an act accomplished (through conversion), 
asin Eph. ii. 20: éroccodouyfévrec, which, however, as modal definition of 
xepirat., Would not have suited here. The progress and finishing of the | 
building (de Wette, following Acts xx. 82, where, however, the simple form 
oixod. should be read) are conveyed by the present, not by érocxod. in itself 
(comp. Eph. ii. 22). Nor does the latter represent the readers as stones, 
which are built up on the top of those already laid (Hofmann); on the con- 


trary, they are in their aggregate as a church (comp. on Eph. l.c.) represented 


as an oixodou4 in the course of being built (é:e. of a more and more full 
development of their Christian common life), in regard to which the éxi in 
éroixod, presupposes the foundation laid by Epaphras, namely, Christ (1 
Cor. iii. 11); and the building materials, including the stones, are not the 
persons, but the doctrines, by means of which the builders accomplish their 
work (see on 1 Cor. iii. 12)—év_aiz6] belongs to both participles, so that 
Christ is to be conceived doubtless as the soil for the roots striking down- 
wards (Eph. iii. 17), and as the foundation (1 Cor. iii. 11) for the building 
extending upwards; but the expression is determined by the conception of 
the thing signified, namely, the év Xpior@ eivat, as in év aiT@ repurar., and 
not by the figures; hence Paul has not written éx’ airdv (1 Cor. iii. 12), or 
éx’ avt@ (Eph. ii. 20), which would have been in harmony with the latter 
participle, but he exhibits Christ as the Person, in whom that which is 
meant by the being rooted and becoming built up has its specific being 
and nature, and consequently the condition of endurance and growth.’ 
Comp. on Eph. ii. 21.—xai BeBawotp. tq rior.) And to this being rooted 


_and becoming built up there is to be added the being stablished by the faith, 


as the development of quality in the case, in order that no loose rooting 
may take place, nor any slack building be formed. The dative rj riore: (see 
the critical remarks) is to be taken as instrumental, not: with respect to (in 
opposition to de Wette), since the following modal definition reps. év 
abr specifies, not how they are to be stablished in respect of the faith, but 
how they are to be stablished by it, by the fact, namely, that they are rich 
in faith; poverty in faith would not be sufficient to bring about that estab- 
lishment. In like manner we should have to take the reading év tr. riorer, 
which Hofmann defends. He, however, joins this éy r. miores not with 
BeBawtyu., but with the following zepiscebovrec,—a connection which is 
excluded by the genuineness of év airj, but which is, even apart from this, 
to be rejected, because Paul would, in order to be fairly intelligible, have 


1Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 10, 12; Eph. ii. 20; Ken. case of émouxod. at any rate we have to think 
Anab. iii. 4.11; Plat. Legg. v. p. 736 B. of the foundation, takes ev abre in the sense 
2Hofmann inappropriately, since in the that Christ surrounds the building. 
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inserted the év airo only after BeBarobuevor, to which it would also refer.— 
katie 260470.] namely, to become stablished by the faith. For this they have 
received (from Epaphras, i. 7) the instructions which are to guide them.— 
repissevovtec K.T.A.] is subordinate to the BeBaobu., and that as specifying 
the measure of the faith, which must be found in them in order that they 
may be stablished through faith; while at the same time the requisite 
vital expression, consecrated to God, of the piety of the believing heart is 
brought out by é ebyap.: while ye are abounding in the same amidst thanks- 
giving, i.e. while ye are truly rich in faith, and at the same time giving 
thanks to God for this blessing of fullness of faith. The emphasis is upon 
eptoo., in Which lies the more precisely defining element; wepiocetew év is 
nothing else than the usual abundare aliqua re, to have abundance of some- 
thing (Rom. xy. 18; 1 Cor. viii. 7; Phil. i. 9, et al.), and é ebyap. indicates 
an accompanying circumstance in the case, the ethical consecration of grate- 
ful piety, with which the richness in faith must be combined ; comp. iii. 
17, i. 12. It is well explained, in substance, by Theophylact: zep:codv te 
évdelxvucbar év Th TloTEL, ELyapLoTobYTEC TH BEG, STL HElwoev Huac ToLaiTHS Haptroc, 
kal pp éavtoig Tv mpoxoryy éxcypdgovtac. Rightly also by Oecumenius, who 
takes év evyap. as equivalent to ody ebyap.! Others, however, regard év 
evyap. as belonging to mepioc. Such is the view not only of the majority 
who reject év ar® on critical grounds (as Ewald), but also of Luther, 
Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, Huther (that the Colossians in their faith towards 
God ... are to show themselves abundantly grateful). De Wette favors 
this rendering on the ground that the clause is not attached by xa/, which, 
however, is quite in keeping with the circumstance that mepicc. x.7.A. i8 
subordinate to the BeBaobu. «.7.A. In opposition to the combination epics. 
év evyap. there may be urged, first, the arrangement of the words in itself; 
secondly, the fact that év air™ would be superfluous; and thirdly, that all 
the:other elements of the verse refer to the nature of faith, and hence the 
latter, in harmony with the context, is to be regarded also in the last par- 
ticipial clause as the object of the discourse, whereas év evyap. is tobe treated 
as a relation associated with the faith. 

Ver. 8. [On vv. 8-10, see Note XXXII. pages 334-336.] Be upon your 
guard, lest there shall be some one carrying you away as a prey. In that case, 
how grievously would what I have just been impressing upon your hearts, 
in vy. 6, 7, be rendered fruitless! [XXXII a.] The future tora: after pf 
(comp. Heb. iii. 12) has arisen from the apprehension that the case may 
yet actually occur.? As to the participle with the article, comp. on Gal. i. 7: 
tivécg elo ol tapdocovrec.—Respecting ovaaywyeiv, belonging to the later 
Greek, see Eustath. ad 1. v. p. 898,52, [XXXII }.] Very inaccurately 
rendered by the Vulgate: decipiat. In Aristaen. ii. 22, joied with otkoy, it 
means to rob; and is so taken here by Hilary, Chrysostom, Theodoret 
(aroovhay ri riot), Theophylact (rdv vovr), Luther, Wolf, and many others, . 


; 1 Comp. Castalio, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, 2See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 451 A: Hart- 
Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Bahr, Steiger, ung,_ Partikell. II. p. 139 f.; Ellendt, Lea. 


Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Dalmer, Soph. II. p. 104, Comp. also on Gal. iy. 11. 
Hofmann, and others, 
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including Baumgarten-Crusius. But the stronger sense of the word prae- 
dam abigere’ isin keeping with the verb of the previous exhortation, repura- 
reire, as well as with the purposely chosen peculiar expression in itself, which 
is more significant than the classical ovAav or ovdeve, and serves vividly to 
illustrate the idea of the seduction, through which one falls under’ extra- 
neous power, as respects its disgracefulness.—da rij¢ gudooogiac «. Kevig arrdrye] 
through philosophy and empty deceit. It is to be observed that neither the 
preposition nor the article is repeated before xevjc? because with Kat Kev 
azar. there is added no further element different from r7e¢ @Aoco9g. (in oppo- 
sition to Hofmann), but only that which the philosophy in its essence is ; it is 
empty deception, that is, having no real contents; the riavoAoyia (ver. 4), 
with which it is presented, is a keveayopia (Plat. Rep. p. 607 B), and kevoroyia 
(Plut. Mor. p. 1069 C).3 The g:Aocodia, however, against which Paul utters 
his warning, is not philosophy generally and in itself—a view at variance 
with the addition «. xevic¢ azar. closely pertaining to it, however much the 
wisdom of the world in its degeneracy,* as experience was conversant with 
its phenomena in that age,’ may have manifested itself to the apostle as 
foolishness when compared with the wisdom of the gospel (1 Cor. i. 18 ff, 
ii. 6). Rather, he has in view (comp. ver. 18) the characteristic specula- 
tion, well known to his readers, which engaged attention in Colossae and the 
surrounding district,’ and consisted of a Gnostic theosophy mixed up with 
Judaism (Essenism). This is, on account of its nature directed to the 
supersensuous and its ontological character, correctly designated by the 
term philosophy in general, apart from its relation to the truth, which is 
signalized by the «. xevi¢ axdry¢ appended.’ (Plat. Def. p. 414 C: ric roy 
bvrov det éxiarhune bpetic” EE1e Oewpytixy Tov aAxOorbc, mH aAnbéc). Possibly it was 
also put forward by the false teachers themselves expressly under this 
designation.* The latter is the more probable, since Paul uses the word 
only in this passage.’ - The nature of this philosophy is consequently to be 


1 Heliod. x. 35; Nicet. Ann. 5, p. 96 D. 

2See Kihner, II. 1, pp. 476, 528; Buttmann, 
Neut. Gr. p. 86 [E. T. 100]. 

8 On the idea of xevds (1 Cor. xv. 14; Eph. v. 
6), comp. Dem. 821. 11.: cevwtarov mavtwv Ao- 
yor Aéyovet, and on ararn, Plat. Soph. p. 260C: 
Gyros S€ ye Wevdous EoTiy amaTn.. ., Kal wyy 
ararys ovons ciddAwy Te Kat eixdvov 78n Kat 
davtacias ravta avayKy meoTa eivar. 

4Comp. Herm. gottesd. Alterth. 312; and 
Culturgesch. d. Griech. u. Rom. I. p. 236 ff., II. 
p. 132. 

5Comp. Luther’s frequent denunciations 
of philosophy, under which he had present 
to his mind its degeneracy in the Aristotelian 
scholasticism. 

6Comp. also Calovius. The latter rightly 
remarks how ad.dogddws and abeoddyws men 
would proceed, who should regard philosophi- 
cal and theological truth as opposites; and 
points out that if Greek philosophy do not 
teach the doctrine of eternal life and its at- 


tainment, it is not a Kev ararn, but an imper- 
fectio. Fathers of the Church also, as e.g. 
Clemens Al. (comp. Spiess, Logos spermat. p. 
341), aptly distinguish philosophy itself from 
the phenomena of its abuse. The latter are 
philosophy also, but not in accordance with 
the truth of the conception. 

7 These words x. kev. ar., characterizing the 
philosophy meant, are therefore all the less 
to be regarded, with Holtzmann, as a tauto- 
logical insertion ; and it is mere arbitrariness 
to claim the words xara 7. wapad. Tov avOpum. 
for the Synoptical Gospels (Matt. xv. 2f.); as 
if rapadoots (comp. especially Gal. i. 14) were 
not sufficiently current in the apostle’s 
writings. \ 

8 Comp. the Sophists as the dackovtes hudo-~ 
godeiv, Xen. Mem. i. 2.19; and oiopevor ravt’ 
eldévat, in i. 4. 1). 

2Comp. Bengel : “quod adversarii jactabant 
esse philosophiam et sapientiam (ver. 23), id 
Paulus inanem fraudem esse dicit.” 
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regarded as Judaistic-Oriental ;1 we are under no necessity to infer from 
the word ¢:Aocogia a reference to Greek wisdom, as Grotius did, suggesting 
the Pythagorean (Clemens Alexandrinus thought of the Epicureans, and 
Tertullian of such philosophers as Paul had to do with at Athens). The 
idea that the “ sacrarum literarum earumque recte interpretandarum scien- 
tia”? is meant, is opposed, not to the word in itself, but to the marks of 
heretical doctrine in our Epistle, and to the usage of the apostle, who 
never so designates the O. T. teaching and exposition, however frequently 
he speaks of it; although Philo gives it this name (see Loesner, Obss. p. 
364), and Josephus (see Krebs, p. 236) applies it to the systems of Jewish 
sects, and indeed the Fathers themselves apply it to the Christian doctrine 
(Suicer, Thes. s.v.); see Grimm on 2 Macc. i. 1, p. 298 f—xara rt. mapad. 7. 
4v0p.] might be—and this is the common view—closely joined with axaryg 
(Winer, p. 128 f. [E. T. 185f.]) [XXXII ¢] But the od kava Xpioréy 
would not suit this connection, since a7dry is already in itself a definite 
and proper idea, in association with which a xara Xpioréy would be incon- 
ceivable; whereas the figurative cvAaywysiv still admits also the negative 
modal statement (ov xara X.) for greater definiteness. Accordingly kava r. 
napad. «.7.A. (comp. Steiger, Ellicott) is to be taken as definition of mode to 
ovaaywyav. * Paul, namely, having previously announced whereby the oviay- 
oyeiv takes place, now adds for the still more precise description of that 
procedure, in order the more effectively to warn his readers against it, 
that in accordance with which it takes place, ¢. e. what is the objective regu- 
lative standard by which they permit themselves to be guided. He does 
this positively (xara rv... . kéonov) and negatively (x. ob kata Xpiorév), The 
genitive rév arp. is to be explained: jw rapéAaBe rapa tov avOp. (comp. 2 
Thess. iii. 6), and rév denotes the category, the traditio humana as such, 
opposed to the divine revelation. Comp. Mark vii. 8. What is meant, 
doubtless, is the ritual Jewish tradition outside of the Mosaic law (comp. 
on Matt. xv. 2), the latter being excluded by rév av%p.; but Paul designates 
the thing quite generally, according to the genus to which it belongs, as 
human.—xara ra ororyeia rod Kéouov) Parallel of the foregoing: according to 
the elements of the world, i.e. according to the religious rudiments, with which 
non-Christian humanity occupies itself. The expression in itself embraces 
the ritual observances* both of Judaism and heathenism, which, in com- 
parison with the perfect religion of Christianity, are only “ puerilia rudi- 
menta”’ (Calvin), as it were the A B C of religion, so that Paul therefore in 
this case also, where he warns his readers against Judaistic enticing, charac- 
terizes the matter according to its category. As to the designation itself 
and its various interpretations, see on Gal. iv. 8. Among the latest 
expositors, Bleek agrees with our view, while Hofmann explains: “because 
it (the philosophy which is described as deceit) permits the material things, 


The speculations of Essenism are also 8Calvin well says: “Quid vocat elementa 
designated as philosophy in Philo, Comp. mundi? Non dubium quin ceremonias; nam 
Keim, Gesch. Jesu, 1. p. 292. continuo post exempli loco speciem unam 


2Tittmann, de vestigiis @nosticor. in N. T. adducit, cireumcisionem scilicet.” 
Srustra quaesitis, p. 86 ff. 
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of which the created world consists, to form its standard.” See in opposition 
to this on Gal. Le. Both expressions, rj rapdd. 7. dvOp. and ra orowy. 7. 
xéouov, have it as their aim to render apparent the worthlessness and 
unsuitableness for the Christian standpoint (comp. Gal. iv. 9). Hence, 
also, the contrast which, though obvious of itself, is nevertheless emphatic : 
kat ov kata Xpiordv. The activity of that oviaywyev has not Christ for its- 
objective standard; He, in accordance with His divine dignity exalted 
above everything (see ver. 9), was to be the sole regulative for all activity 
in Christian teaching, so that the standard guiding their work should be 
found in the relation of dependence upon Him; but instead of this the 
procedure of the ov2.ayeyev allows human tradition, and those non-Christian 
rudiments which the Christian is supposed to have long since left behind, 
to serve as his rule of conduct! How unworthy it is, therefore, to follow 

such seduction ! 


Ver. 9. [XXXII d.] Since indeed in Him dwells, etc. This is not “a 
peg upon which the interpolator hangs his own thoughts” (Holtzmann). 
On the contrary, Paul assigns a reason for the ob kata Xpuordév just said, with 
a view more effectually to deter them from the false teachers. The force 
of the reason assigned lies in the fact that, if the case stand so with Christ, 
as is stated in vv. 9 ff., by every other regulative principle of doctrine that 
which is indicated in the words xara Xpiorév is excluded and negatived. 
Others make the reason assigned refer to the warning: Bdémere x.7.2., 80 
that 67. adduces the reason why they ought to permit this warning to be 
addressed to them (Hofmann, comp. Huther and Bleek); but, in opposi- 
tion to this view, it may be urged that the év air@ placed emphatically ~ 
first (in Him and in no other) points back to the immediately preceding 
ov Kata Xptorév (comp. Chrysostom and Calvin); there is therefore noth- 
ing to show that the reference of 67: ought to be carried further back (to 
Brérere). In Christ the whole fullness of Godhead—what a contrast to the 
human zapddoce and the orocyeia of the world !—«xarouxet] The present, for 
it is the exalted Christ, in the state of His heavenly dééa, that is in view. 
Comp. i.15. In Him the entire tAqpuya has its Katockyrgpiov (Eph. ii. 22), 
so that He is the personal bearer of it, the personal seat of its essential 
presence.—zxay 1d zAf#poya [XXXII ¢.] (comp. on i. 19) is here more pre- 
cisely defined by the “ vocabulum abstractum significantissimum ” (Bengel) 
tic Oedtntoc, Which specifies. what dwells in Christ in its entire fullness, 7. e. 
not, it may be, partially, but in its complete entirety. [XXXII f.] On 
the genitive, comp. Rom. xi. 25, xv. 29. It is not the genitive auctoris ;' 
the very abstract 6eéryr. should have been a sufficient warning against 
this view, as well as against the interpretation: “id quod inest @eéryrc” 
(Bahr). 7% Oeérnc, the Godhead (Lucian, Icarom. 9; Plut. Mor. p. 415 ©), 
the abstract from 6 OQeéc, is to be distinguished from 7 feiéry¢, the 
abstract from Geioc (Rom. i. 20; Wisd. xviii 19; Lucian, de calumn. 
17). The former is Deitas, the being God, i.e. the divine essence, Godhead ; 


1Nésselt: “universa comprehensio eorum, quae Deus per Christum vellet in homines 
transferre.” ; c 
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the latter is divinitas, i.e. the divine quality, godlikeness. See on Rom. i. 
20. Accordingly, the essence of God, undivided and in its whole fullness, 
dwells in Christ in His exalted state, so that He is the essential and ade- 
quate image of God (i. 15), which He could not be if He were not pos- 
sessor of the divine essence. The distinction between what is here said 
about Christ and what is said about Him in i. 19 is, that the tAjpwua is 
here meant metaphysically, of the divina essentia, but in the former passage 
charismatically, of the divina gratia, and that xero«eiy is conceived here 
as in present permanence, but in the former passage historically (namely, 
of Christ’s historical, earthly appearance). See on i.19. The erroneous 
attempts that have been made to explain away the literal meaning thus 
definitely and deliberately expressed by Paul, are similar to those in i. 19. 
One of these, in particular, is the mis-explanation referring it to the 
church as the God-filled organ of divine self-revelation (Heinrichs, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Schenkel) which has its dwelling-place in Christ.1. Already 
Theodoret (comp. raéc in Chrysostom), indeed, quotes the explanation 
that Christ signifies the church in which the =Ajpeua dwells, but on account 
of cwuarixde hesitates to agree to it, and rather accedes to the common 
view, thereby deviating from his interpretation of i. 19. Theophylact is 
substantially right (comp. Chrysostom and Oecumenius): ei ti éorw 6 
Ocde Adyoc, év adr@ oixei, so that the fullness of the Godhead in the ontolog- 
ical, and not in the simply mystical or morally religious sense (de Wette) is 
meant.—But how does it dwell in Christ? cwxarixde, in bodily fashion, ¢. e. 
in such a way that through this indwelling in Christ it is in a bodily form 
of appearance, clothed with a body? It is not in Christ (@cwxzdrec), as 
before the Incarnation it was in the Aadyor (Osde Fv 6 Adyoc, John i. 1), but 
(comp. also Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 260 ff.) it is in His glorified body (Phil. iii. 
21), so that the é» uopef Ocov and ica Oecd elvar, which already existed in 
the Adyo¢ dcapxo¢g (Phil. ii. 6), now in Christ’s estate of exaltation—which 
succeeded the state of humiliation, whereby the xop¢) Ocod was affected— 
have a bodily frame, are in bodily personality® Of course the @edry¢ does 
not thereby itself come into the ranks of the cwzare«ai odciae (Plat. Loer. 
p. 96 A), but is in the exalted Christ after a real fashion couarixd eidec 
Luke iii. 22), and therefore Christ Himself is the visible divine-human 
image of the invisible God (i. 15). In this glory, as Possessor of the God- 
head dwelling in Him bodily, He will also appear at the Parousia—an 
appearance, therefore, which will manifest itself visibly (1 John iii. 2) as 


1Thus, indeed, the fullness of the Godhead 
has been removed from Christ, but there has 
only been gained instead of it the unbiblical 
idea that the church dwells in Christ. The 
church has its support in Christ as the cor- 
ner-stone (Eph. ii. 20, 21), but it does not dwell 
in Him. On the contrary, Christ dwells in the 
church, which is His body, and the mAjpwua 
filled by Him (see on Eph. i. 23), namely, in 
virtue of the Spirit dwelling in the church 
(see on Eph. ii. 22), which is the Spirit of 


Christ (Rom. viii. 9; Gal. iv. 6; Phil. i. 19). 

2Comp. also Hofmann in loc., and Schrift- 
bew. IL. 1, p. 29; Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 428, 
ed, 2. 

SIt is now only worth remarking histori- 
eally, but is almost incredible, how the So- 
cinians have twisted our verse. Its sense in 
their view is: “quod in doctrina ipsius tota 
Dei voluntas integre et reapse est patefacta,” 
Catech. Racov. 194, p. 398, ed. Oeder. Calovius 
gives a refutation in detail. 
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the actual éripdvera rig SéEnC Tod peyddov Oecd (Tit. ii. 18), The reference 
of the whole statement, however, to the exalled Christ is placed beyond 
question by the use of the present karocei, which asserts the presently 
existing relation, without requiring a viv along with it (in opposition to 
Huther). The renderings: essentialiter, ovowdéc,! in which case some 
thought of a contrast to the divine épye in the prophets (see Theophy- 
lact), and: realiter, in which was found the opposite of rum«éae (ver. 17), 
are linguistically inappropriate ; for cwvaruée never means anything else 
than corporeus. Comp. on the adverb, Plut. Mor. p.424 D. The less 
justifiable is the hypothesis of Rich. Schmidt (Paul. Christol. p. 191), that 
in the term cwyaride the contrast of ver. 17 was already present to the 
apostle’s mind. Those who adopt the erroneous explanation of rAfpweya 
as referring to the church, assign to cwuariudc the meaning: “so that the 
church stands related to Him as His body” (Baumgarten-Crusius and 
Schenkel), which issues in the absurdity that the body of Christ is held to 
dwell in Christ, whereas conversely Christ could not but dwell in His 
body. It is true that the church is related to Christ as His body, not, 
however, in so far as it dwells in Him (and, according to the context, this 
must have been the case here, if the explanation in question be adopted), 
but either in so far as He dwells in #, or in so far as He is its Head, which 
latter thought is quite foreign to the connection of the passage; for even 
in ver. 10 Christ is not called the Head of the church. It is, moreover, to 
be observed, that the adverb is placed emphatically at the end. The 
special reason, however, on account of which the xaroew «.7.A. is thus 
prominently set forth as bodily, cannot, indeed, be directly shown to have - 
been supplied by the circumstances of the Colossians, but is nevertheless 
to be recognized in an apologetic interest of opposition to the false 
teachers, who by their doctrines concerning the angels (comp. ver. 10: 
apxi¢ x. é€ovc.) must have broken up, in a spiritualistic sense, the rAgpaua 
thc Oedr7TOC. 

Ver: 10. Kat tore év abré mexdnp.] [XXXII g. h.] still depending on 6r: 
and (since) ye are filled in Him, i.e. and since the mAypéry¢ which ye pos- 
sess rests on Him, the bodily Bearer of the divine rAgpwya. [XXXITi,] 
The two are correlative: from the zA4pwpya ric Oedrytoc, which dwells in the 
exalted Christ, flows the rexAypwopyévov eiva of the Christian, which has its 
basis, therefore, in no other than in Christ, and in nothing else than just 
in fellowship with Him. Filled with what? was self-evident to the con- 
sciousness of the reader. It is the dynamic, charismatic xAhpwow, which 
Christians, in virtue of their union of life with the Lord, whose Spirit and 
tw are in them, have received, and continuously possess, out of the 
metaphysical xigpoua dwelling in Christ, out of the mAgpopa rig OedryTo¢-— 
The emphasis is not upon éoré, but, as shown by the subsequent relative 
definitions, upon év aig. If the rexAnpupévov sivac depends on Him, on noth- 


1Qyril, Theophylact, Calvin, Beza, and 2 Augustine, Erasmus, Vatablus, Cornelius 
others, including Usteri, Steiger, Olshausen, a Lapide, Grotius, Schoettgen, Wolf, Nosselt, 
Huther, Bisping. Bleek, and others. 
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ing and on no one but on Him, then everything else which men may teach 
you, and with which they may wish to seize you and conduct you in leading 
strings, is ob ard Xpeorév. With due attention to this emphasis of év avrg, we 
should neither have expected ixeic (in opposition to de Wette; comp. Estius 
and others: “et vos”) nor have explained éoré, in an imperative sense (in 
opposition to Grotius, Bos, Heumann); which latter view is to be 
rejected, because the entire connection is not paraenetic, and generally 
because, whilst a tAypotcGe (Eph. v. 18) or yiveobe mexdyp. May, tore merAnp. 
cannot, logically be enjoined. There is, moreover (comp. also Hofmann), 
nothing to be supplied with rexAnp. (usually: ri¢ GedryTo¢, see Theophylact 
and Huther; de Wette, Bleek: rov rAnpdu. r. Oe6r.), since the specifically 
ontological sense of the purposely-chosen @eéryro¢ would not even be con- 
sistent with the supposed equalization of the Christians with Christ,? and 
this equalization does not exist at all, because Paul has not written «ai 
iueic. In what their being filled consisted, was known to the readers 
from their own experience, without further explanation ; their thoughts, 

however, were to dwell upon the fact that, since their being full depended — 
on Christ, those labors of the false teachers were of quite another charac- 
ter than katé Xprotév.—ic¢ éotiv 4 Kedady x.7.A.] This, as also ver. 11, now 
supplies confirmatory information regarding the fact that they have their 
being filled not otherwise than just in Christ ; namely, neither through 
apyai x. éZovciat, since Christ is the head of every dpy7 and éfovcia; nor 
yet through circumcision, sce they have received in Christ the real 
ethical circumcision.—rdon¢ apy. x. éove.] is not more precisely defined 
as in Eph. i. 10; hence, in virtue of the munus regium of the Lord quite 
generally : every principality and power, but with the tacit apologetic refer- 
ence: consequently also of the angelic powers (i. 16) belonging to these 
categories and bearing these names, to whose mediation, to be attained 
through 6pycxeia, the false teachers direct you,—a reference which Hof- 
mann, understanding the expressions in the sense of spiritual beings rul- 
ing arbitrarily and in opposition to God especially over the Gentile world 
(notwithstanding the fact that Christ is their Head /), groundlessly denies; 
see ver. 18. If Christ be the Head of every apyf and éovcia, i.e. their 
governing sovereign, the Christian cannot have anything to expect from 
any angelic powers subordinate to Christ,—a result involved in the union 
in which He stands to the Higher, to Christ Himself—With the reading 
6 éorw (see the critical remarks), which is also preferred by Ewald, Lach- 
mann has placed «ai éore év ait@ rex2yp. in a parenthesis. But, while 
this important thought would neither have motive nor be appropriate as 
a mere parenthesis, it would also be improper that the neuter subject 7d 


1Calovius has well said: “Beneficium vor xai bmets ore rhs OedryTos, Theophylact. 
Christi, non nostrum officium ;” comp, Wolf. 3Inasmuch as he takes 6 éorw directly as 
In complete opposition to the context, Gro- _ scilicet, utpote, and regards this usage as a 
tius brings out the sense: “illo contentrestote,” —linguistie peculiarity of this Epistle. But 
which he supports by the remark: “quiaquod this rendering is not required either in i. 24 
plenum est, nihil aliud desiderat.” or in iii. 17; and respecting i. 27, see the eriti- 
2 ovdév EAarTOV éxeTE avTOD, dAAG TemANpwuée- _—cal remarks. 
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nhjpoua rt. bdr. should be designated as % xega2) «.7.2., which applies 
rather to the personal possessor of the rA/pwua, to Christ. 

Ver. 11. [On Vy. 11-15, see Note XX XIII. pages 336-838.] Respecting the 
connection and its reference to the false teachers, so far as they “legem 
evangelio miscebant” (Calvin), see on ver. 10. [XX XIII a.]—év 4] like 
év ait@ in ver. 10: on whom it also causally depends that ye, ete. This 
applies to the point of time of their entrance into the union with Christ, 
as is clear from the historical zepieru., which took place on them through 
their conversion (comp. ver. 12).—xai] also cirewmcised were ye. The kai 
is the simple also, which, however, does not introduce an element in- 
cluded under xexAypwu. éore (Hofmann), but to the previous relative state- 
ment (i¢ éorw «.7.2.) appends another; comp. ver. 12. Hofmann’s objec- 
tion, that the foregoing relative statement has indeed reference to the 
readers, but is made without reference to them, is an empty subtlety, which 
is connected with the erroneous rendering of xdone apyiie x. Eove.—repitouh 
axeipox.] is not supplementary and parenthetical (Hofmann), as if Paul 
had written xepiroup 62 ayepor., but appends immediately to meperutd. 
its characteristic, whereby it is distinguished from what is elsewhere meant 
by circumcision ; hence the thought is: “in your union with Christ there 
has also taken place a circumcision upon you (Gentiles), which is not (like the 
Jewish circumcision) the work of hands ;” comp. Eph. ii.11. On the word 
axerpor. itself (which is similar to ayepotpynroc, Poll. ii. 154), in analogous 
antithetical reference, comp. Mark xiv. 58; 2 Cor. v.1; and on the idea 
of the inner ethical circumcision, of which the bodily is the type, comp. 
Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6; Ezek. xliv. 7; Acts vii. 51!—év rq admendioe x.7.A.] © 
DP©XXH b.] This characteristic epuerpiOnre repr. ayxeip. took place by 
means of the putting off of the body of the flesh, which was accomplished in 
your case (observe the passive connection), i.e. in that the body, whose 
essence and nature are flesh, was taken off and put away from you by God? 
With reference to év rH amexdice x.7.2., which is to be coupled not merely 
with repieruffmre (Hofmann), but with the entire specifically defined con- 
ception of circumcision repuety. repir. axerpor., it is to be noticed : (1) that 
the genitive rie odpxoc is the genitivus materiae, as in 1. 22; (2) that the 
odpé here is not indifferent, but means the flesh as the seat of sin, and of 
its lusts and strivings (Rom. vii. 23, 25, viii. 8,18; Gal. v.16; Eph. ii. 8; 
‘Col. iii. 5, et al.); so that Paul (8) might have conveyed the idea of 7d cya 
ri¢ capx. also by 7d cdua tHe dpyapriac (Rom. vi. 6), but the description by 
rie capkée Was suggested to him by the thought of the circumcision (Rom. 
ii. 28; Eph. ii. 11). (4) The significant and weighty expresion amexdtcee 
(the substantive used only here, the verb also in ver. 15, iii. 9; J osephus, 
Antt. vi. 14. 2) is selected in contrast to the operation of the legal circum- 
cision, which only wounded the capa +. capxéc and removed a por- 
tion of one member of it; whereas the spiritual circumcision, divinely 


" 1See Michaelis in loc., and the expositors améxdvous cannot have passive significance. 

on Rom. ii. 29; Schoettgen, Hor. I. p. 815. But this it is not alleged to have: God is the 
2Compare Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11.2, p.171. — amexduwy, 1.€., He who, as author of regenera 

The same writer, however, now objects that _ tion, puts off from man the body of flesh. 
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performed, consisted in a complete parting and doing away with this body, 
in so far as God, by means of this ethical circumcision, has taken off and 
removed the sinful body from man (the two acts are expressed by the 
double compound), like a garment which is drawn off and laid aside. 
Ethically circumcised, 7. e. translated by conversion from the estate of sin 
into that of the Christian life of faith and righteousness (see ver. 12), con- 
sequently born again as cawv7 Kriow,) as a Kxavd¢ avbpwroc created after God 
(Eph. iv. 24), man has no longer any copa tie capxécs at all, because the 
body which he has is rid of the sinful cdépf as such, as regards its sinful 
quality ; he is no longer év rq capxi as previously, when lust évypyeiro év 
toig pédeow (Rom. vii.5; comp. ver. 23); he is no longer capxcvoc, rempa- 
pévog iro tiv auapriay (Rom. vii. 14), but is dead for sin (Rom. vi. 11); he 
has crucified the cdp& (Gal. v. 24), and no longer waiks «ara capxa, but év 
kawétyte mvebuatog (Rom. vii. 6); by the law of the Holy Spirit he is freed 
from the law of sin and death (Rom. viii. 2), év zvetyare (Rom. viii. 9), 
dead with Christ (Gal. ii. 19; 2 Cor. v. 14; Col. iii. 3), and risen, so that 
his members are brAa dicatocbvyg tO Oc@ (Rom. vi. 18). This Christian 
transformation is represented in its ideal aspect, which disregards the 
empirical imperfection, according to which the odpé is still doubtless even 
in the regenerate at variance with the rvedua (Gal. y. 17). Our dogma- 
tists well describe regeneration as perfecta a parte Dei, but as imperfecta a 
parte hominum recipientium. To take céya in the sense of massa or aggre- 
gate (Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, and others, including Steiger and Bihr?), 
is opposed as well to the context, in which the discourse turns upon cir- 
cumeision and (ver. 12) upon burial and resurrection, as also to the linguis- 
tic usage of the N. T. In classic authors it expresses the notion in ques- 
tion in the physical sense,’ and in later writers may also denote generally 
a whole consisting of paris (comp. Cicero, ad Ait. ii. 1.4). In opposition 
to the erroneous assumption that cua must have a figurative meaning 
here, as Julius Miiller, v. d. Siinde, I. p. 459 f., still in the 5th ed., thinks,‘ 
see on Rom. vi. 6; comp. also Hofmann, Schrifibew. I. p. 560 f—év rq 
mepitouh tov X.] by means of the cirewmeision of Christ, parallel to the pre- 
vious év rH amrexdioe x.7.4., naming specifically (as different from that of 
the Old Testament) the circumcision described previously according to its 
nature. The genitive tov Xpicrov is to be rendered: the circumcision, 
which is produced through Christ. The context requires this by the further 
explanation of the thing itself in ver. 12. Comp. above, év g. But Christ 


1The epoch of this transformation is bap- 
tism (see Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 439, ed. 2; 
comp. Holtzmann, p. 178), by which, however, 
the baptism of Christian children is by no 
means assumed as the antitype of cireum- 
cision (Steiger, Philippi). Comp. on 1 Cor, 
vii. 14; Acts xvi. 15. 

2Comp. also Philippi, Glaubensl. V. 2, p. 225, 
who declares my explanation to be forced, 
without proof, and contrary to the Scripture; 
and Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 274, who under- 


stands c@ua of the “toto quasi vitiositatis (7. 
gapkos) corpore,” so that the putting away of 
all immorality is denoted. Similarly Dal- 
mer, f 

8 e.g. Plat. Tim. p. 32 C: 1d Tod kéopov copa 
(comp. p. 31 B, Hipp. maj. p. 301 B). 

# Miller also holds that Paul here conceives 
the old sinful nature as a body which, in re- 
generation, the Christian puts off; and that 
oapé is to be understood only of the earthly- 
human life. 
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is not conceived of as Himself the cirewmciser, in so far, namely, as by bap- 
tism (Theophylact, Beza, and others), or by His Spirit (Bleek), He accom- 
plishes the cleansing and sanctification of man (see on ver. 12); but as 
the One through whom, in virtue of the effective living union that takes 
place in conversion between man and Himself, this divine rep:rouj, in its 
character specifically different from the Israelite circumcision, is practi- 
cally brought about and rendered a reality, and in so far it is based on Christ 
as its airwo¢ (Theodoret). It is not, however, baptism itself (Hofmann, fol- 
lowing older expositors) that is meant by the circumcision of Christ, 
although the predicate dyecpor. would not be in opposition to this view, 
but the spiritual transformation, that consecration of a holy state of life, 
which takes place in baptism; ~see ver. 12: év 7 Bartiouatz. According 
to Schneckenburger,' the azéxdvci +. céu. 7. oapx. is meant of the death of 
Christ, and also the rep:toj) tov X. is meant to denote this death, so that 
the latter is an explanation by way of application of the former, in oppo- 
sition to the heretical recommendation of a bodily or mystical repzrou. 
It may be decisively urged against this view, that after r7¢ capxéc there is 
no avrov, (comp. i. 22), which was absolutely necessary, if the reader was 
to think of another subject than that of sepceruqOyre; further, that 9 
akpoBvotia rie capKoc tov, in ver. 138, stands in significant retrospective 
reference to the aréxdvoig tr. cou. tH¢ capxéc; and that ov ragévreg «7.2. in 
ver. 12 is synchronous with xepretuqfyre «.7.2., and represents substantially 
the same thing. Moreover, the description of the death of Christ as His 
circumcision would be all the more inappropriate, since, in the case of 
Christ, the actual circumcision was not absent. According to Holtzmann, - 
the entire clause: év tT. amexd. tov du. T. capk., év T. mepit. tT. X., Should be 
deleted as an addition of the interpolator, because the expression céua rie 
capxoc has occurred at i. 22 in quite another—namely, an indifferent, gen- 
uinely Pauline—reference. This reason is incorrect, because in i, 22 it is 
not ri¢ capxéc, but tHe capKdc avrov, and this aitov makes the great essen- 
tial difference between the expression in that passage and that employed 
in our present one. 

Ver. 12 supplies further information as to how the repvery#Oyre, so far as 
it has taken place by means of the circumcision of Christ, has been accom- 
plished.—ovvragévrec «.7.2.] synchronous with epieru. (comp. on i. 20, 
elpnvororhcac): in that ye became buried with Him in baptism. The immer- 
sion in baptism, in accordance with its similarity to burial, is—seeing that 
baptism translates into the fellowship of the death of Christ (see on Rom. 
vi. 8)—a burial along with Christ, Rom. vi. 4. Through that fellowship of 
death man dies as to his sinful nature, so that the capa rie capxéc (ver. 11) 
ceases to live, and by means of the fellowship of burial is put off (ver. 11). 
The subject who effects the joint burial is God, as in the whole context. 
In the burial of Christ this joint burial of all that confess Him as respects 
their sinful body was objectively completed ; but it takes place, as respects 
each individually and in subjective appropriation, by their baptism, prior 


1In the Theol. Jahrb. 1848, p. 286 ff. 
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to which the realization of that fellowship of burial was, on the part of 
individuals, still wanting. —év @ Kai ovvyyépOnre] [XX XIII c.] A new bene- 
fit, which has accrued to the readers év Xpwr?, and which in their case 
must bring still more clearly to living consciousness their év Xpuor@ me- 
rAnpwuévov elvac; so that év @ here is parallel to the év @ in ver. 11, and 
refers to Christ, as does also airév subsequently. It is rightly taken thus, 
following Chrysostom and his successors, by Luther and most others, 
including Flatt, Bahr, Huther, Ewald. Others have referred it to é» r@ 
Barr.;? but, in opposition to this may be urged, first, the very symmetry 
of the discourse (i¢ . . . & @ nat... év 6 kai); secondly, and specially, 
the fact that, if év ¢ refers to baptism, év could not be the proper prepo- 
sition, since év r@ Ganr., in accordance with the meaning of the word and 
the figure of burial, refers to the dipping into (not overflowing, as Hofmann 
thinks), whilst the spiritual awakening to new life,in which sense these 
expositors take ovvyyép#., would have taken place through the emerging 
again, so that we should expect é£ ov, or, at all events, the non-local de od ; 
and, thirdly, the fact that just as cvvragévrec has its own more precise defi- 
nition by é 76 Barr., so also has ovvyyép8. through dua rij¢ wiotewe x.7.A., 
and therefore the text affords no occasion for taking up again for ovvyyép. 
the more precise definition of the previous point, viz. év r@ 3azriopart. 
No, the first benefit received in Christ which Paul specifies, viz. tne moral 
circumcision, accomplished by God through the joint burial in baptismal 
immersion, has been fully handled in ver. 11 down to fazricuat: in ver. 
12, and there now follows a second blessing received by the readers in 
Christ (év @ «a?): they haye been raised up also with Christ, which has 
taken place through faith, etc. The previous joint burial was the necessary 
moral preliminary condition of this joint awakening, since through it the 
capa tie capkéc was put off. This ovryyép?. is to be understood in the 
sense of the fellowship of the bodily resurrection of Christ, into which fellow- 
ship man enters by faith in such a way that, in virtue of his union of life 
and destiny with Christ brought about by means of faith, he knows his 
own resurrection as having taken place in that of Christ—a benefit of 
joint resurrection, which is, indeed, prior to the Parousia, an ideal posses- 
sion, but through the Parousia becomes real (whether its realization be 
attained by resurrection proper in the case of the dead, or by the change 
that shall take place in those who are still alive). Usually ovvyyépé. is 
taken in the ethical sense, as referring to the spiritual awakening, viz. from 
moral death, so that Paul, after the negative aspect of the regeneration 
(ver. 11; farriopari, ver. 12), now describes its positive character; comp. 
also Huther, Ewald, Bleek, Hofmann. But in opposition to this view is 
the fact that the fresh commencement év @ xai, corresponding with the 
similar commencement of ver. 11, and referring to Christ, makes us expect 
the mention of a new benefit, and not merely that of another aspect of the 
previous one, otherwise there would have been no necessity for repeating 


1Beza, Calixtus, Estius, Michaelis, Hein- de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann, 
richs, and others, including Steiger, Bohmer, Dalmer, Bleek. 
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the év » xa.; as also, that the inference of participation in the proper res- 
urrection of Christ from death lies at the basis of the following row éyeipav- 
Tog abrév é« vexpov. Comp. On Eph. ii. 1, and ii. 5, 6. Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, and Oecumenius have already correctly explained it of the 
proper resurrection (kai yap éynyépucta 7H duvduer, ei Kal py) 7H evepyeia), but 
Theophylact makes it include the ethical awakening also: holding that 
it is to be explained xara dio tpérove, of the actwal resurrection in spe, and 
at the same time Gre rvevyarixdc tiv véxpwow Tov Epywv THE duaptiag areppi- 
pauev.—dia tH¢ xiotewe «.7.A.] The ri¢ ziorewe is described by Holtzmann; 
p. 70, as syntactically clumsy and offensive ; he regards it as an interpola- 
tion borrowed from Eph. i.19 f. Groundlessly; Paul is describing the sub- 
jective medium, without which the joint awakening, though objectively 
and historically accomplished in the resurrection of Christ, would not be 
appropriated individually, the Ayrrixév for this appropriation being want- 
ing. The unbeliever has not the blessing of having risen with Christ, 
because he stands apart from the fellowship of life with Christ, just as also 
he has not the reconciliation, although the reconciliation of all has been 
accomplished objectively through Christ’s death. The genitive rfc évep- 
yeiag t. 8. is the object of faith; so Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Zeger, Grotius, Estius, Cor- 
nelius a Lapide, Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, and others, including Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius, Ewald, Bleek, and Hofmann, in the 2d ed. of the Schriftbew. 
Il. 2, p.174f But others, such as Luther (“through the faith which God — 
works”), Bengel, Flatt, Bahr, Steiger, de Wette, Bohmer, Huther, et al., 
take rye évepy. tr. 8. as genitivus causae, for which, however, Eph.i.19 is ~ 
not to be adduced (see in loc.), and in opposition to which it is decisive 
that in all passages, where the genitive with rior is not the believing 
subject, it denotes the object, and that the description of God as the Beng 
who has raised up Christ from the dead stands most naturally and directly 
in significant reference to the divine activity which procures, not the 
faith, but the cvveyeipecba:, and which is therefore set forth in a very appro- 
priate manner as the special object? of faith (comp. iv. 17, 24, vi. 8, x. 9; 
2 Cor. iv. 13, 14; Eph.i.19f.; 1 Pet.i.21). At the basis, namely, of the 
Tow éyeipavto¢ avr. éx vexp. lies the certainty in the believer’s consciousness: 
since God has raised up Christ, His activity, which has produced this 
principale and majus, will have included therein the consequens and minus, 
my resurrection with Him. To the believer the two stand in such essential 
connection, that in the operation of God which raised up Christ he 
beholds, by virtue of his fellowship of life with Christ, the assurance of 


his own resurrection having taken place along with that act; in the 


former he has the pledge, the évéyvpov (Theodoret) of the latter. Hof- 
mann now again (as in the first ed. of the Schriftbeweis) explains rij¢ évepy. 
tT. @. as in apposition to ri¢ xiorewc, in such a way that Paul, “as ¢ correct- 
ing himself,” makes the former take the place of the latter, in order to 


1 Mark xi.22; Acts iii.16; Rom. iii. 22; Gal. 2 The efficacy of the divine power shown in 
ii. 16, 20, iii. 22; Eph. iii. 12; Phil. i.27,iii.9; the resurrection of Christ is the guarantee of 


2 Thess. ii. 13; Jas. ii. 1; Rev. ii. 13, xiv. 12. . the certainty of salvation, 
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guard against the danger of his readers conceiving to themselves faith as 
a conduct on man’s part making possible the participation in the resurrec- 
tion of Christ by God, while in reality it is nothing else than the product 
of the évépyeva of God. A quite gratuitously invented self-correction, with- 
out precedent, and undiscoverable by the reader ; although the thought, 
if it had entered the mind of Paul, might have been indicated with the 
utmost simplicity and ease (possibly by dia rie riorewc, waddov 6& dia TIE 
évepy. T. O.). 

Ver. 13. Since that ovvyyép$yre was the awaking to eternal life, Paul now 
goes on to give special prominence to this great blessing, the making alive, 
and that in reference to the Gentile-Christian position of the readers; and 
to this he annexes, in ver. 14 f., an anti-Judaistic triumphant statement 
reminding them of the cancelling of their debt-bond with the law.—To 
attach kat tude... capxd¢e suov still to ver. 12, and to make it depend on 
éyeipavroc (Steiger), is rendered impossible by the right explanation of rij¢ 
miorewc tho évepyelac tT. 9. in ver. 12,! to say nothing of the abrupt position 
in which ovveCwor. would thus appear. Kal tuac goes along with cvvefwor., 
so that éudc is then repeated, the repetition being here occasioned by the 
emphasis of the ovvefwor.: “You also, when ye were dead... He made 
you alive together with Him.” The «ai therefore is not the copula and, but, 
in harmony with the tac placed in the front emphatically: also, as in 
Eph. ii. 1. It has its reference in this, that the readers had been Gentiles 
liable to eternal death, but the cvvefwor. had been extended, as to all believ- 
ers, so also to them. The correctness of this reference is shown by the 
context as well through rH axpoBvoria tice capx. tu., as through the pronoun 
of the first person which is introduced after yapio¢u. Extremely arbitrary 
is the view of Olshausen, who thinks that in ver. 11 f. the readers are 
addressed as representatives of the collective community, but by «at uae in ver. 
13 personally ; while Baumgarten-Crusius, in complete antagonism to the 
position of the words, joins «a/, not to dzac, but to the verb: “also He has 
called you to the new life that abideth.”—To arrive at a proper understand- 
ing of what follows we must observe: (1) That cwe{worotycer is not to be 
taken, any more than ovvyyép0yre previously, in an ethical sense, as referring 
to regeneration (so usually since Oecumenius, as e.g. Grotius: “sicut 
Christo novam contulit vitam ex morte corporis, ita et nobis novam 
ex morte animorum;” comp. also Bleek and Hofmann), but in its 
proper sense, and that (comp. Kaeuffer, de Cafe aiwv. not. p. 94 f.) as 


1 This applies also in opposition toHofmann, on the contrary, it would only have expressed 
who takes ver. 13 likewise asacontinuation the alleged idea conformably to the con- 
of the description of God given in rod éyeip. struction clearly and definitely. The compari- 
avrov éx vexp., and therein makes the apostle son of i. 26 is unsuitable. Holtzmann follows 
guilty of a clumsy change of construetion, substantially the view of Hofmann, but re- 
viz. that he intended to make cugworoujoav- —_ gards the change of structure as the result 
tos follow, but, because this word would have of dictation. There is no change of structure 
been “inconvenient” after vexpovs dvras «.7.A., in the passage at all. 
exchanged it for an independent sentence. 2See Fritzsche, Quaest. Luc. p. 14; Borne- 
But cvgworoujravros would have been in- mann in the Stichs. Stud. 1846, p. 66: Ktihner, 
serted without any inconvenience whatever: II. 1, p. 568; Winer, p. 139 [E. T. 148]. 
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referring to the everlasting life to which God! raised up Christ, and which 
He has thereby also provided for believers in virtue of their fellowship 
with Christ (as an ideal possession now, but to be realized at the Parousia). 
[XXXII d.] See also Eph. ii. 5. The reconciliation (which de Wette 
understands) is not the Cworoinac¢ itself, as is plain from the compound 
cuvetwor., but its precursor and medium. The ovtworoeiv stands in the 
same relation to the cvveyeipew as the nature of the act to its process; but 
the reason why ovv7yép@. here stands before the cvtworueir (it is different in 
Eph. ii. 5) is, that the ovvyyépyre was correlative with the ovrradévre¢ in ver. 
12, hence that word is used first, while in Eph. lc. the being dead preceded, 
with which the ovf{worov primarily corresponds. (2) Like ovvetwor., so 
also vexpot¢ is not to be taken in an ethical sense (so usually both here and 
in Eph. ii. 1, as e.g. Calvin, who thinks that the alienatio a Deo is meant), 
but, with Chrysostom and Theodoret, in its proper sense; the readers have 
been—this is the conception—prior to their conversion to Christ a prey of 
death. This is by no means to be understood, however, in the sense of 
physical death (for that comes from Adam’s sin, see on Rom. v. 12), but in 
that of eternal death, to which they were liable through their sins, so that 
they could not have become partakers of the eternal («# (comp. on Rom. 
vii. 9f.). See also on Eph. ii. 1. What is meant, therefore, is not a death 
which would have only become their eternal death in the absence of the quick- 
ening (Hofmann), but the eternal death itself, in which they already lay, and 
out of which they would not have come without that deliverance, nay, 
which on the contrary—and here we haye a prolepsis of the thought— 
would only have completed itself in the future aidév.2 (8) This being dead 
occurred in the state (év) of their sins (roic indicates the sins which they had. 
committed) and of the uncircumcision of their flesh, i. e. when as respects their 
sinful materially-psychical nature they were still uncircumcised, and had not 
yet put off by conversion their Gentile fleshly constitution’ The axpofvoria 
in itself they even now had as Gentile Christians, but according to ver. 11 it 
was no longer 4axpé8. ti¢ capxéc in their case, but was now indifferent (iil. 
11; 1 Cor. vii. 19; Gal. v. 6, vi. 15), since they had been provided with the 
ethical circumcision of Christ and emptied of the cpa rhe capkéc. The 
ethical reference of the expression does not lie, therefore, in axpofvoria 
itself, but in the characteristic r7¢ capkdc wav (genitive of the subject); in 
this uncircumcision they were as Gentiles prior to their conversion, but 
were so no longer as Christians. Consequently axpof. is not to be taken 


1 God is the subject of cvvegworoincer, not 
Christ (Ewald and the older expositors); for 
God has raised up Christyand God is, accord- 
ing to the present context (it is different in 
iii. 13), the forgiver of sins, and has brought 
about the remission of sins through the 
iAaotjprov of Christ (ver. 14). Hence also it 
is not to be written o. at76 (with the aspirate). 
Just as God was obviously the acting subject 
in weptetpyOyte, in cvvtadpevtes, and in ocvvy- 
yép9., so also He is introduced in the same 
character emphatically in ver. 12, and re- 


mains so till the close of ver. 15. 

2 Quite correlative is the conception of the 
fw as eternal life, which the righteous man 
already has, although he has still in prospect 
the glorious perfection of it in the future 
aidy. 

3 The év is not repeated bofore ty axpoB. be- 
cause the two elements coupled by kat are 
conceived together so as to form the single 
idea of unconversion; Kiihner, IJ. 1, p. 476. 
This applies also in opposition to Holtzmann, 
p. 156. 
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figuratively (Deut. x. 16; Ezek. xliv. 7; Jer. iv. 4) as a designation of vit- 
iositas (so Theodoret, Beza, Grotius, Bahr, Bleek, and most expositors), 
but in its proper sense, in which the readers as axpéBvaroe could not but 
have understood it, and therein withal not as a symbol of uncleanness 
(Huther), or of the alienatio a Deo (Calvin, comp. Hofmann), or the hike; 
on the contrary, the entire ethical stress lies on ric capx. du. The idea of 
original sin (Flacius and other dogmatic expositors, comp. Bengel: “ exqui- 
sita appellatio peccati origin.”) is likewise involved, and that according to 
its N. T. meaning (Rom. vii. 14 ff.), not in axpofvor., but doubtless in tH¢ 
capk. tuov. Nevertheless this r7¢ cap. tuav belongs only to rp axpofverig, 
and not to roi¢ raparrépyact as well (Hofmann); comp. Eph. ii. 11. Other- 
wise we should have, quite unnecessarily, two references heterogeneous 
in sense for the genitive; besides, the notion of sapazrwua presupposes not 
the odp£, but the Ego in its relation to the divine law as the subject; hence 
also the expression mapdrr. ti¢ capk. (or duapria r. o.) does not occur, while 
- we find épya ric capkéc in Gal. v.19. Holtzmann, p. 71, ascribes the words 
kat tH axpoB. T. capxd¢ iu. to the interpolator’s love for synonyms and tauto- 
logical expressions, and wishes to condemn them also in consequence of 
what in ver. 11 belongs to the latter (p. 155). But they are not at all tauto- 
logical ; and see on ver. 11.—yapioduevoe x.7.A.] [XXXII1e.] after having 
granted to us, i. e. forgiven, etc. This blotting out of our whole debt of sin 
was necessarily prior to the ovve{wor. dude odv aito. By the fact, namely, 
that He remitted to us all the sins which we had committed (xdvra ra raparr.), 
the causa efficiens of the being (eternally) dead was done away. Comp. 
Chrysostom: Ta maparréuata, & tiv vexpétyta éxoiee. This yapicduevog x.7.A. 
is the appropriation of the reconciliation on the part of God, which believers 
experienced when they believed and were baptized ; the objective expiatory act 
through the death of Christ had preceded, and is described in ver. 14.— 
jyiv | applies to believers generally... This extension, embracing himself in 
common with others, is prepared for by xat buac, but could not have been 
introduced, if yapiodu. «.7.2. had been conceived as synchronous with ovve- 
Swor, in which case Paul must logically have used tyiv (not juiv), as the 
reading is in B x** Vulg. Hilary. On yapifecba:, comp. 2 Cor. ii. 10, xii. 
13; Eph. iv. 82. On the subject-matter: 2 Cor. v. 19 ff. 
Ver. 14. [XXXII e.] The participle, which is by no means parallel an 
synchronous with yapicayevoc in ver. 13, or one and the same with it (Hof- 
mann), is to be resolved as: after that He had blotted out, etc. For it is the 
historical divine reconciling act of the death of Christ that is meant, with 
which yapioduevoc x.7.2, cannot coincide, since that work of reconciliation 
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1Not specially to Jewish Christians (Hof- 
mann, who discovers here the same idea 
that is expressed in Heb, ix. 15, and makes 


ues the discourse from the standpoint of the 
common Christian consciousness. Comp. i. 
12; Gal. iv. 5,6; Eph. ii. 1, 4, et al.; Winer, p. 


a new period begin with yapiordpevos), since 
Paul does not express a contrast with the 
Gentile-Christians, but very often passes 
from the second person, which refers to the 


readers, to the first, in which he, in accord-. 


ance with the sense and connection, contin- 


539 [E. T. 580]. Nor does the idea of the fig- 
urative xetpdypadovy, which Hofmann urges, 
by any means require such a limitation— 
which there is nothing to indicate—of the 
nuty embracing himself and others, 


+ 


es 


CHAP. 11. 14, 305, 
had first to be accomplished before the yapitecOa «.7.4. could take place 
through its appropriation to believers.—éfaieigerr] is to be left quite in its 
proper signification, as in Acts iii. 19, Rev. iii. 5, vii. 17, xxi. 4, and 
frequently in LX-X. and Apocrypha, since the discourse has reference to 
something written, the invalidating of which is represented in the sensuous 
form of blotting out, even more forcibly than by dvaypd¢gew (to score out; see 
Ruhnken, ad Tim. p. 81).\—rd caf suav yeypdypagor] the handwriting existing 
against us. What is thus characterized is not the burden of debt lying 
upon man, which is, as it were, his debt-schedule (Bleek), but the Mosaic 
law. A xepéypagov, namely, is an obligatory document of debt,? for 
which the older Greek writers use cvyypag# or ypaypyareiov Dem. 882. 7, 
956. 2.* And the law is the yepéypagov confronting us, in so far as 
men are bound to fulfill it perfectly, in order to avoid the threatened 
penal curse; and consequently because no one renders this fulfillment, 
it, like a bill of debt, proves them debtors (the creditor is God). We 
are not to carry the figure further, in which case we should come to the 
halting point in the comparison, that the man who is bound has not him- 
self written the xewpéypagov.* Hofmann maintains that this element also, 
namely, man’s having written it with his own hand, is retained in the con- 
ception of the figurative yepéypagov. But the apostle himself precludes 
this view by his having written, not: 1d quav xepdyp. (which would mean: 
- the document of debt drawn by us), but; 1d caf? yudv yepsyp.; which purposely 
chosen expression does not affirm that we have ourselves written the docu- 
ment, but it does affirm that it authenticates us as arrested for debt, and is 
consequently against us. The words toic déyyuacw appended (see below) 
also preclude the conception of the debt-record being written by man’s 
own hand. Moreover, the law is to be understood as an integral whole, 
and the various limitations of it, either to the ceremonial law (Calvin, Beza, 
Schoettgen, and others), or to the moral law (Calovius), are altogether in 
opposition to the connection (see above, ravra ra rapanr.), and un-Pauline, 


indication. 


1Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 386 C, p. 501 B: ééadci- 
dovev ... wadw éyypapoey, Ep. 7, p. 342 C: 
To Gwypadovpevoy Te Kai éEarechduevov, Dem. 
468. 1 in reference to a law: «i xpy TovTov 
éfadeiWar, Xen. Hell. ii. 3.51: Lucian, Imag. 
26; Eur. Iph. A. 1486. Comp. Valekenaer, 
ad Act. iii. 19. 

2Tob. v. 3, ix. 5; Polyb. xxx. 8 4; Dion. 
Hal. v. 8; and the passages in Wetstein; 
also the passages quoted from the Rabbins 
in Schoettgen. 

3See also Hermann, Privatalterth. 3 49, 12. 

4The relation of obligation and indebtedness 
in which man‘stands to the law (comp. Gal. 
iii. 10) is quite sufficient to justify the con- 
ception of the latter as the xecpdypador, with- 
out seeking this specially in the promise of 
the people, Ex. xxiv. 3 (Chrysostom, Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, and others; also Hof- 
mann); which the reader could not guess 


20 


without some more precise 
Indeed, that promise of the people in Ex. 
xxiv. 3 has by no means the mark of being 
self-written, but contains only,the self-obliga- 
tion, and would not, therefore, any more than 
the amen in Deut. xxvii. (which Castalio sug- 
gests), suffice for the idea of the xecpoypador, 
if the latter had to contain the debtor's own 
handwriting. In accordance with the apos- 
tle’s words (rd Ka npov xetpoyp., see above), 
and with the type of his doctrine regarding 
the impossibility of legal righteousness, his 
readers could think only of the ypanma of 
the law itself as that which proves man a 
debtor; comp. Rom. ii. 27, 29, vii. 6; 2 Cor. iii. 
6. Wieseler, on Gal. p. 258 (appealing to Luke 
xvi. 5 ff.), Bleek, and Holtzmann, p. 64, also 
erroneously press the point that the xerpdoyp. 
must necessarily be written or signed by the 
debtor himself. 
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The explanation referring it to the conscience (Luther, Zwingli, Melanch- 
thon, and others) is also at variance both with the word and with the con- 
text.| The conscience is the medium for the knowledge of the law as the 
handwriting which testifies against us; without the activity of the con- 
science, this relation, in which the law stands to us, would remain 
unknown. Exception has been taken to its being explained of the 
Mosaic law on account of the use of jar, seeing that this law existed only 
for the Jews. But without due ground; for it is in fact also the schedule 
of debt against the Gentiles, in so far, namely, as the latter have the 
knowledge of the dcxaiwua tov Ocod (Rom. i. 82), have in fact 7d épyov rod véuov 
ypanrov év raic Kapdiag avtav (Rom. ii. 15), and, consequently, fall likewise 
under the condemning sentence of the law, though not directly (Rom. iii. 
19, ii. 12), but indirectly, because they, having incurred through their own 
fault a darkening of their minds (Rom. i. 20-23), transgress the “ xowdv 
drévrov avOpérwv vouov”’ (Dem. 639. 22). The earnest and graphic descrip- 
tion of the abrogation of the condemning law in ver. 14 is dictated by an 
apologetic motive, in opposition to the Judaism of the false teachers ; hence 
it is the more inappropriate to understand with Cornelius a Lapide and 
others the covenant of God with Adam in Gen. ii. 16.2—roi¢ déyuacw] Respect- 
ing déypa, command, especially of legal decrees, see on Eph. ii. 15; Wet- 
stein on Luke ii. 1; the dative is closely connected with yepdypadov, and is 
instrumental: what is written with the commands (therein given), so that 
the déyxara, which form the constituent elements of the law, are regarded 
as that wherewith it is written. Thus the tenor of the contents of what is 
written is indicated by the dative of the instrument (ablativus modi), just 
as the external constituent elements of writing, e.g. yeéuuace in Gal. vi. 11, 
and rio in Plat. Ep. 7, p. 3438 A, are expressed by the same dative. 
Observe the verbal nature of yerpdypagov, and that the dative is joined to it, 
as to 7d yeypaupévov (comp. Plat. l.c.: ra yeypaypéva tiroc). This direct 
combination of a verbal substantive with a dative of the instrument is 
such an unquestionable and current phenomenon in classical Greek ° that 
the connection in question cannot in the least degree appear as harsh 
(Winer, Buttmann), or even as unnatural (Hofmann); nor should it have 
been regarded as something “ welded on” by the interpolator (Holtzmann, 
p. 74), who had desired thereby to give to yeepdyp. its reference to the law. 
The explanation given by many writers, which hits nearly the true sense: 
the yerpsypagor, consisting in the déyuaci, is to be corrected grammatically in 
accordance with what we have said above. It is in complete variance 
with the arrangement of the words to join roi¢ déyu. to 7d Kab’ juov by 


1 Luther’s gloss: “ Nothing is so hard against *As was already proposed by Chrysostom, 


us as our own conscience, whereby we are 
convinced as by our own handwriting, when 
the law reveals to us our sin.” Melanehthon: 
“sententia in mente et corde tanquam scripta 
lege et agnitione lapsus,” in connection with 
which he regards the conscience as “syllo- 
gismus practicus ex lege ductus.” 


Oecumenius, Theophylact (comp. Iren, Haer. 
¥. 17. 3, and Tertullian). 

8See Matthiae, II. p.890; Heindorf, ad Plat. 
Cratyl. p. 131, and especially Kihner, II. 1, p 
374. 

4Calvin, Beza, Vitringa, Wolf, Michaelis, 
Heinrichs, and others, comp. Luther. 
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supplying an éy (Calovius).1 Bahr, Huther, and Dalmer (comp. de Wette) 
regard it as a more precise definition of the entire 1d kai ju. yerpdyp., so 
that Paul explains what he means by the yecpéyp., and, at the same time, 
how it comes to be a debt-document testifying against us. So also Winer,” 
p. 206 [E. T. 220]. This, however, would have been expressed by 7d rove’ 
Séypact xa? iudv xepoyp., or in scme other way corresponding gramma- 
tically with the sense assumed. Ewald joins roic déyz. as appropriating: 
dative (see Bernhardy, p. 88 f.) to yepéyp.: our bond of obligation to the 
statutes? But if yepéyp. were our bond of obligation (subjectively), the 
expression 7d xa? judv ye. would be inappropriate, and Paul would 
have said merely 76 juav yep. +. déyu. ‘It is incorrect as to sense, though 
not linguistically erroneous, to connect roic déyy. with é£areibac, in which 
case it is explained to mean (as by Harless on Eph. ii. 15) that the abro- 
gation of the law had taken place either as regards its statutes (Steiger) ; or 
by the evangelical doctrines of faith (the Greek expositors, Estius, Grotius, 
Hammond, Bengel, and others); or nova praccepta stabiliendo (Fritzsche, 
Diss. in 2 Cor. II. p. 168 f.). In opposition to these views, see Eph. ii. 15. 
Erasmus, Storr, Flatt, Olshausen, Schenkel, Bleek, and Hofmann have 
attached it to the following relative clause,’ in opposition to the simple 
order of the words, without any certain precedent in the N. T. (with regard 
to Acts i. 2, Rom. xvi. 27, see on those passages), and thereby giving an 
emphasis to the toc déyu. which is not warranted (for the law as such con- 
tains, in fact, nothing else than déyyara)—é jv brevartiov quiy] an emphatic 
repetition—bringing into more marked prominence the hostile relation— 
of the thought already expressed by xa judév, with the view of counter- 
acting the legalistic efforts of the false teachers. Bengel’s distinction, that 
there is here expressed ipsa pugna, and by xa? judv, status belli, is arbitrary 
and artificial. It means simply: which was against us, not: secretly against 
us, as Beza and others, including B6hmer, interpret the word, which Paul 
uses only in this place, but which is generally employed in Greek writers, 
in the Apocrypha and LXX., and in the N. T. again in Heb. x. 27. The 
relative attaches itself to the entire 7d Ka? jy. yeupsyp. totic’ Séypu.—nKal avd 
pkev «.7.2.] Observe not only the emphatic change of structure (see on 1. 
6) which passes from the participle, not from the relative (Hofmann), over 
to the further act connected with the former in the finite tense, but also 
(comp. on i. 16) the perfect (Thue. viii. 100; Dem. 786. 4): and itself (the 
bill of debt) he has taken out of the way, whereby the abrogation now stands 
completed. A graphically illustrative representation: the bill of debt was 
blotted out, and it has itself been carried away and is no longer in its place ; 
fpxev abrd éx tov péoou pH adele éxi ySpac, Oecumenius. aité denotes the 


180 also Wieseler in Rosenmiiller’s Rep. law of Moses.” 


Il. p. 135 ff: 7d xetpoyp. Td Tois Séyp. Kad’ 
heey ov. 

2Comp. Wieseler on Gal. p. 258: ““ with refer- 
ence tothe statutes.” He takes Paul’s mean- 
ing to be, “our testimony with our own hand, 
that we have transgressed the statutes of the 


480 also Thomasius, Chr. Pers. u. Werk, III. 
1, p. 110. He considers as the xetpoypapov not 
the Mosaic law itself, but the bill of debt 
which the broken law has drawn up against us. 
The very parallel in Eph. ii. 15 is decisive 
against this view. 
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handwriting itself, materialiter, in contrast to the just mentioned blotting out 
of its contents. For He has nailed it, etc.; see the sequel. Hofmann 
imports the idea: it in this (hostile) quality ; as if, namely, it ran Kai rovobro 
év (Xen. Anab. vi. 5.13; Philem. 9).—The é« tod péoov is our: “out of the 
way,” said of obstructions which are removed.’ The opposite: év pécw eivat, 
to be in the way, Dem. 682.1; Aesch. Suppl. 735; Dorv. ad Charit. vii. 3, p. 
601. _Thus the law stood in the way of reconciliation to God, of the yapi- 
Ceobar x.t.2. in ver. 13.—rpoonAdoac x.7.A.] mpoondovv only found here in the 
N. T? Since the law which condemned man lost its punitive force through 
the death of Christ on the cross, inasmuch as Christ through this death 
suffered the curse of the law for men (Gal. iii. 13), and became the end of 
the law (Rom. x. 4), at the same time that Christ was nailed as iaorgpior 
to the cross, the law was nailed to it also, and thus it ceased to be év péop. 
Observe, moreover, the logical relation of the aorist participle to the perfect 
ypxev. The latter is the state of the matter, which has emerged and exists 
after God has nailed, etc. The k. aird jpxev éx péoov takes place since that 
nailing. In the strong expression rpooyAécac, purposely chosen and placed 
foremost, there is involved an antinomistic triunmyph, which makes the dis- 
arming of the law very palpably apparent. Chrysostom has aptly 
observed on the whole passage: oidapod obtac weyarkogbvac égbéyEaTo. 
‘Opac orovdyv Tot adavicbijvar Td yetpdypadov bonv éxoijoato; olov wavTEG juev 
by” duaptiay Kx. KdAaow* avtd¢ KoAacteic EAvoe Kat tiv duaptiav Kal THv KéAacw. 
Nevertheless, tpoonAéoac neither figuratively depicts the tearing in pieces 
of the yepdyp. (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact), nor is there 


any allusion to an alleged custom of publicly placarding antiquated 


laws (Grotius). According to Hofmann (comp. also his Schriftbew. II. 1, 
p. 870 f.), a public placarding with a view to observance is meant; the 
requirement of Israelitish legal obligation has become changed into the 
requirement of faith in the Crucified One which may be read on the cross, 
and this transformation is also the pardon of transgressions of the law. 
This is a fanciful pushing further of the apostolic figure, the point of which 
is merely the blotting out and taking away of the law, as the debt-docu- 
ment hostile to us, by the death of the cross. The entire representation 
which is presented in this sensuous concrete form, and which is not to be 
expanded into the fanciful figure of transformation which we have just 
referred to, is intended, in fact, to illustrate merely the forgiveness of sins 
introduced by yapioduevoc «7.4. in ver. 18, and nothing more. Comp. 1 
Pet. ii. 24. It is to be observed, at the same time, that the éateigew and 
the aipew é« 7. wéoov do not represent two acts substantially different, but 
the same thing, the perfect accomplishment of which is explained by way 
of climax with particularizing vividness. 

Ver. 15° In this doing away of the law was involved the victory and 
triumph of God over the devilish powers, since the strength of the latter, 


1Comp. Plat. Eryx. p. 401 E; Xen. Anad.i.  mpés); Lucian, Prom. 2, Dial. D. I. (7G Kav- 
5. 14; de praefect. 3. 10, and the passages in  xdoq mpoonAwpévoc); Galen. IV. p. 45, 9: = 
Kypke, II. p. 323. oravpe, 3 Mace. iv. 9. 

2See, however, Plat. Phaed. p. 83 D (with %Holtzmann, p. 156 f., rejects this verse 
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antagonistic to God, is in sin, and the strength of sin is in the law (1 Cor. 
xv. 56); with the law, therefore, the power of the devil stands or falls.—If 
arexduc, ran parallel, as the majority suppose, with rpoonaAdoac, there must 
have been a «ai inserted before édevyudz., as in ver. 14 before the finite verb, 
because otherwise no connection would be established. Hence a full stop 
(Beza) must be placed before azexduc., or at least a colon (Elzevir, Bleek) ; 
and without any connecting particle the significant verb heads all the 
more forcibly the description of this final result expressed with triumphant 
fullness: Having stripped the lordships and powers, he has made a show of them 
boldly, holding triumph over them in the same. Observe the symmetrical 
emphatic prefixing of drexdvo., idecyudr., and Opiau3. The subject is still 
always God, not Christ) as Baur and Ewald hold, following Augustine, 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Erasmus, Grotius, Calovius, and many others; 
hence the reading azexd. tiv odpxa in F G (which omit +r. apy x. 7. .é0v0.) 
Syr. Goth. Hil. Aug. was an erroneous gloss; and at the close, not airé 
(Syr. Vulg. It. Theodoret, Luther, Melanchthon, Elzevir, Griesbach; and 
Scholz), instead of which G has éav76, but air} should be written; see 
Wolf in loc. The figurative azexduc., [XX XIII f.] which illustrates the 
deprivation of power that has taken place through the divine work of recon- 
ciliation, represents the dpyd¢ xai éfovc. as having been clothed in armour 
(comp. Rom. xiii. 12; Eph. vi. 11; 1 Thess. v. 8), which God as their con- 
queror stripped off and took from them; Vulg.: exspolians.* Moreover, 
we might expect, in accordance with the common usage of the middle, 
instead of azexducduevoc, which is elsewhere used intransitively (comp. iii. 9), 
the active amexdicac (comp. Matt. xxvii. 28, 31; Luke x. 30); yet even in 
Plat. Rep. p. 612 A, the (right) reading dzedvodyeba is to be taken in the 
sense of nudavimus ; and Xenophon uses the perfect arodéduxer, which is 
likewise intransitive elsewhere (see Kihner, I. p. 803), actively, see Anab. 
Lc. : xordob¢ Hn arodéduxev, multos veste spoliavit; comp. Dio Cass. xlv. 47. 
Further, the middle, as indicating the victorious self-interest of the action 
(sibi exspoliavit), is here selected even with nicety, and by no means con- 
veys (as Hofmann, in order to refute this explanation, erroneously lays to 
its charge) the idea: in order to appropriate to Himself this armor? The 
disarming in itself, and not the possession of the enemy’s weapons, is the 
interest of the victor. Lastly, the whole connection does not admit of any 
intransitive interpretation, such as Hofmann, in his Schriftbew. I. p. 350 f. 
(and substantially also in his Heil. Schr. in loc.), has attempted, making 


because it interrupts the transition of thought 1Through this erroneous definition of the 


to ver. 16 (which is not the case); because 
Secyparige is un-Pauline (but in what sense 
is it un-Pauline? itis in any sense avery rare 
word); because @prapBevew is used here other- 
wise than in 2 Cor. ii. 14 (this is incorrect) ; 
but, especially, because ver. 15 can only be 
explained by the circle of ideas of Eph. iii. 
10 and Col. i. 10; Eph. iv. 8, ii. 15 f. (passages 
which touch our present one either not at all, 
or at the most very indirectly). 


subject it was possible to discover in our 
passage the descent into hell (Anselm and 
others). 

2Comp. on éxdview and amodverv, used from 
Homer’s time in the sense of spoliarc, Dem. 
763. 28,1259. 11; Hesiod, Scut.447; Xen. Anab. 
v. 8. 23; 2 Mace. viii. 27; and on the subject- 
matter, Matt. xii. 19; Luke xi. 22. 

See on the contrary generally, Kruger, 2 
52. 10.1; Ktihner, II. 1, p. 93 f. 
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the sense; God has laid aside from Himself the powers ruling in the Gentile 
world—which were round about Him like a veil concealing Him from the 
Gentiles—by manifesting Himself in unveiled clearness. Something such 
as this, which is held to amount to the meaning that God has put an end 
to the ignorance of the Gentile world and revealed Himself to it, Paul 
must necessarily have said; no reader could unravel it from so strange a 
mode of veiling the conception, the more especially seeing that there is no 
mention at all of the victorious word of Christ! converting the Gentiles, as 
Hofmann thinks, but on the contrary of what God has effected in refer- 
ence to the apya? and éfovsiac by the fact of reconciliation accomplished on 
the cross; He has by it rendered powerless the powers which previously 
held sway among mankind; comp. John xii. 30 f., xvi. 11—That these 
-apyai and é£ovoia: are two categories of evil angels (comp. Eph. vi. 12), corres- 
ponding to two classes of good angels similarly named (comp. ver. 10), is 
taught by the context, which has nothing to do with mediating beings 
intervening between God and the world (Sabatier), or even with human 
rulers. Ritschl, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 522, understands 
the angels of the law-giving (comp. on i. 20), of whom God has divested Him- 
self (middle), 7. e. from whose environment He has withdrawn Himself. Even 
apart from the singular expression arexdvodu. in this sense, this explana- 
tion is inappropriate, because the apyai and éfovciac appear here as hostile 
_ to God, as beings over whom He has triwmphed ; secondly, because the 
angels who ministered at the law-giving (see on Gal. iii. 19) have no share 
in the contents of the law, which, as the véyoc Geov, is holy, righteous, good, 
and spiritual (Rom. vii.), and hence no deviation from God’s plan of 
salvation can be attributed to the angels of the law; and, finally, because 
the expression td¢ apyd¢ x. Tac é&Fovoiac is’so comprehensive that, in the 
absence of any more precise indication in the text, it cannot be specially 
limited to the powers that were active in the law-giving, but must denote 
the collective angelic powers—hostile, however, and therefore devilish. 
Them God has disarmed, put to shame, and triumphed over, through the 
abrogation of men’s legal debt-bond that took place by means of the aton- 
ing death. The emphatic and triumphant prominence given to this state- 
ment was, doubtless, specially occasioned by those speculations regarding 
the power of demons, with which the false teachers were encroaching on 
the work of Christ.—deryuari{ew, preserved only here and in Matt. i. 19,2 
denotes, in virtue of its connection with the conception of triumph, the 
making a show’ for the purpose of humiliation and disgrace (comp. Chry- 
sostom), not in order to exhibit the weakness of the conquered (Theodoret, 
Béhmer), but simply their accomplished subjugation ; comp. Naha. iii. 6: 
Ojoopai ce cig rapdderyua—év rappycia] is usually rendered publicly, before the 


‘1In which sense also Grotius explained 2Comp. however, mapaderyparigev, espe- 
it, though he takes amexévodu. rightly as cially frequent in Polybius; see Schweig- 
exarmatos, See, in opposition to him, Calo- _ hiiuser, Lew. p. 429. 

vius. Hofmann’s explanation is also followed 8 Augustine, ep. 59: “exemplavit;” Hilary, 


by Holtzmann, p. 222; it is an unfortunate de trin. 9: “ostentui esse fecit.” 
attempt at rationalizing. 
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eyes of all, consequently as equivalent to gavepdc in John vii. 10 (the oppo- 
site: éy xpuxr@, John vii. 4; Matt. vi. 4; Rom. ii. 28); but this the word 
does not mean (see on John vii. 4); moreover, the verb already implies 
this idea ;' and the usage of Paul elsewhere warrants only the rendering : 
boldly, freely and frankly. The objection that this sense is n 4 ni 
, ot appropri- 
ate to the action ef Ged (Hofmann), overlooks the fact that God is here 
represented just as a human triumpher, who freely and boldly, with 
remorseless disposal of the spoils acquired by victory, subjects the con- 
quered to ignominious exhibition.’—épiayBeicac air. év abt6] synchronous 
with édecyy.: while He triumphed over them. Respecting Op.aypebew twa, 
to triumph over some one, see on 2 Cor. ii. 14. Comp. the passive OpuazBebeobaz, 
to be led in triumph, Plut. Coriol. 35. airotc refers xara cbvecw to the devils 
individually, who are conceived as masculine (as daiwovec, kocwoxpéropec, Eph. 
vi. 12), see generally Winer, p. 138 [E. T. 146]; and év atr@ is referred 
either to the cross (hence, also, the readings év 16 £6d or oravp$) or to 
Christ. The former reference is maintained by the majority of the Fathers 
(Theophylact: é 76 cravp@ roi¢ daivovac yrrguévove deiEac), Beza, Calvin, 
Grotius, and many others, including Béhmer, Steiger, Olshausen, Ewald, 
Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 432, ed. 2: and the latter, by Erasmus, Luther, 
Melanchthon, Wolf, Estius, Bengel, and many others, including Flatt, 
Bahr, Huther, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, Bleek, Hofmann, 
Rich. Schmidt. The reference to Christ is erroneous, because Christ is 
not mentioned at all in ver. 14, and God pervades as subject the entire 
discourse from ver. 11 onwards. We must hold, therefore, by the refer- 
ence to 76 oravpo, so that év ai7@ once more places the cross significantly 
before our eyes, just as it stood emphatically at the close of the previous 
sentence. Af the cross God celebrated His triumph, inasmuch as through 
the death of Christ on the cross obliterating and removing out of the way 
the debt-bill of the law He completed the work of redemption, by which 
the devil and his powers were deprived of their strength, which rested on 
the law and its debt-bond. The ascension is not to be here included. 
Ver.16. [On vy. 16-19, see Note XXXIV. pages 338-340.] Odv] since ye, 
according to vy. 11-15, are raised to a far higher platform than that of 
such a legal system. [XXXIV a.]—xpwéro tv Bpdcer] [XXXIV b.] No 
one is to form a judgment (whether ye are acting allowably or unallowa- 


1 Hence Hofmann joins it with @prapBevcas, 
in which, however, the idea of publicity is 
obviously already contained. Hofmann, in- 
deed, assumes a reference of contrast to the 
invisible triumphs, which God has ever been 
celebrating over those powers. But thus the 
idea of OprauBevew is extended to an unwar- 
ranted amplitude of metaphorical meaning, 
while, nevertheless, the entire anthropopathic 
imagery of the passage requires the strict 
‘conception of the public @piauBos. Moreover, 
the pretended contrast is altogether foreign 
to the context. . 

2Comp. Eph. vi. 19; Phil, i. 20. Hilary: 


“cum fiducia ;” Vulgate: “ confidenter palam.” 

It is an inconsiderate fancy of Hofmann 
to say, by way of controverting our expla- 
nation: Who would be surprised, that the 
triumpher should make a show of the con- 
quered, “without previously asking their per- 
mission”? As if such a thought, no doubt 
very silly for the victor, were necessarily 
the contrast to the frank daring action, with 
which a general, crowned with victory, is in 
a position to exhibit his captives without any 
seruple, without sparing or hesitation! He 
has the éfovoia for the deypmarigew, and uses 
it év mappyoig. 
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ably, rightly or wrongly) concerning you in the point of eating (év, comp. 
Rom, ii. 1, xiv. 22; 1 Pet. ii. 12). There is hereby asserted at the same 
time their independence of such judgments, to which they have not to 
yield (comp. Eph. v. 6). With Paul, Bpéo-¢ is always actio edendi, and is 
thus distinct from Bpoua, cibus (Rom. xiv. 17; 1 Cor. viii. 4; 2 Cor. ix. 10; 
also Heb. xii. 16), although it is also current in the sense of Spéua with 
John (iv. 82, vi. 27, 55), and with profane authors.! This we remark in 
opposition to Fritzsche, ad Rom. ILI. p. 200. The case is the same with 
méoic (Rom, xiv. 17) and réua (1 Oor. x. 4; Heb. ix. 10).—év xécec] Since 
the Mosaic law contained prohibitions of meats (Lev. vii. 10 ff), but not 
also general prohibitions of drinks, it is to be assumed that the false 
teachers in their ascetic strictness (ver 23) had extended the prohibition 
of the use of wine as given for the Nazarites (Num. vi. 3), and for the 
period of priestly service (Lev. x. 9), to the Christians as such (as dyiovc). 
Comp. also Rom. xiv. 17, 21. De Wette arbitrarily asserts that it was 
added doubtless in consideration of this, as well as of the Pharisaic rules 
as to drinks, Matt. xxiii. 24, and of the prohibition of wine offered to idols 
(odv does not point to such things), but still mainly on account of the simi- 
larity of sound (Rom. xiv. 17 ; Heb. ix. 10, and Bleek in loc.).—év uépex éoprijic 
x.7.A.] év uépet, With the genitive, designates the category, as very frequently 
also in classical authors. The three elements: festival, new moon, and 
* Sabbath, are placed side by side as a further classis rerwm ; in the point (é) 
of this category also no judgment is to be passed upon the readers (if, 
namely, they do not join in observing such days). The elements are 
arranged, according as the days occur, either at longer unequal intervals 
in the year (éopr#c) or monthly (vovunv.), or weekly (ca88ér.). But they are 
three, co-ordinated; there would be only one thing with three connected 
elements, if cai were used instead of 7 in the two latter places where it 
occurs. The three are given in inverted order in1 Chron. xxiii. 31; 2 
Chron. ii. 4, xxxi. 3. On the subject-matter, comp. Gal. iv. 10. Respecting 
the Jewish celebration of the new moon, see Keil, Archidol, I. 3 78; 
Ewald, Alterth. p. 470 f.; and on o46 ara as equivalent to o488arov, comp. 
Matt. xii. 1, xxviii. 1; Luke iv. 16, etal. é pépe has been erroneously 
understood by others in the sense of a partial celebration (Chrysostom : 
éEevteAilec Aéywv'  év pépec optic’ ov yap dn mavta Kateixov ta mpdrepa, 
Theodoret: they could not have kept all the feasts, on account of the long 
journey to Jerusalem ; comp, Dalmer), or: vicibus festorum (Melanchthon, 
Zanchius), or, that the participation in the festival, the taking part in it is 
expressed (Otto, dekalog. Unters. p. 9 ff.), or that it denotes the segregatio, 
“nam qui dierum faciunt discrimen, quasi unum ab alio dividunt” 
(Calvin). Many, moreover inaccurately, hold that év uépec means merely : 
in respect to (Beza, Wolf, and most expositors, including Bahr, Huther, 
and de Wette); in 2 Cor. iii, 10, ix. 3, it also denotes the category. Comp. 
Aelian. V. H. viii. 8: xpivovreg éxacrov év tO péper dédvov. 

1Hom. Jl. xix. 210, Od. i. 191, x. 176, et al.; 638. 5, 668. 24; comp. on 2 Cor. iii, 10, and see 


Plat. Legg. vi. p. 783 C; Hesiod, Scut. 396. Wyttenbach, ad Plut. I. p. 65. 
2 Plat. Theaet. p. 155 E, Rep. p. 424 D; Dem. 


CHAP. II. 17. ate 

Ver. 17.1 An epexegetical relative sentence, assigning the ground for 
what has just been said. [XXXIV ¢.]—¥, which (see the critical remarks), 
is not to be arbitrarily referred merely to the observance of feasts and 
days (Flatt and Hofmann), but to the things of the law mentioned in ver. 
16 generally, all of which it embraces.—cx:a] not an oudline (cxcaypagia, 
cxraypagnua), aS in the case of painters, who “non exprimunt primo ductu 
imaginem vVivis coloribus et eixonxac, sed rudes et obscuras lineas primum 
ex carbone ducunt,” Calvin (so also Clericus, Huther, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, and others), which c«d does not mean even in Heb. viii. 5, x. 1, 
and which is forbidden by the contrast of rd cdua, since it would rather be 
the perfect picture that would be put in opposition to the outline.. It 
means nothing else than shadow. Paul is illustrating, namely, the relation 
of the legal ordinances, such as are adduced in ver. 16, to that which is future, 
i.e. to those relations of the Messianic kingdom, which are to be manifested’ 
in the aiéy ué//wv (neither ayafov from Heb. x. 1, nor anything else, is to 
be supplied with zév ueAAévtwv), and in doing so he follows the figurative 
conception, that the éA//ovra, which therefore, locally considered, are in 
front, have cast their shadow behind, which shadow is the Mosaic ritual 
constitution,—a conception which admirably accords with the typical 
character of the latter (Heb. viii. 5, x. 1), of which the constitution of the 
Messianic kingdom is the antitype. It is to be noted further: (1) The 
emphasis of confirmation lies not on rév peAAévtwv (Beza), but on cxd, in 
contrast to 75 coua. If, namely, the things in question are only the shadow 
of the Messianic, and do not belong to the reality thereof, they are—in 
accordance with this relatively non-essential, because merely typical 
nature of theirs—not of such a kind that salvation may be made depend- 
ent on their observance or non-observance, and adjudged or withheld 
accordingly. (2) The passage is not to be explained as if 7 stood in the 
place of éori, so that 7a péAAovta would denote the Christian relations 
already then existing, the cau dcabjxn, the Christian plan of salvation, the 
Christian life, etc. (so usually since Chrysostom); but, on the contrary, 
that which is spoken of is shadow, not, indeed, as divinely appointed in 
the law (Hofmann)—for of this aspect of the elements in question the text 
contains nothing—but in so far as Paul sees it in its actual condition still at 
that time present. The péAdovra have not yet been manifested at all, and 
belong altogether (not merely as regards their completion, as de Wette 
thinks, comp. also Hofmann) to the aidy péAAov, which will begin with 
the coming again of Christ to set up His kingdom—a coming, however, 
which was expected as very near at hand. The péAdovra could only be 
viewed as having already set in either in whole or in part, if 7v and not 


t 


1 Holtzmann, without assigning his reasons, 
regards the entire verse as an “extract from 
the Epistle to the Hebrews” (Heb. ix. 6, 9 f, 
25, x. 1, 11, viii. 5); he thinks that the whole 
polemic of vv. 16-23 was intended to introduce 
the more developed features of later heresy 
into the picture of the apostolicage. Butthe 


difficulty of ver. 18 (which Holtzmann con- 
siders utterly unintelligible) and ver. 22 f, as 
well as the alleged un-Pauline character of 
some expressions in ver. 19, does not furnish 
a sufficient basis for such an opinion. Comp, 
on vy. 18, 19, 22, 23. 
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éori were used previously, and thereby the notion of futurity were to be 
taken relatively, in reference to a state of things then already past (comp. 
Gal. iii. 23; 1 Tim. i. 16), or if ori were meant to be said from the stand- 
point of the divine arrangement of those things (Hofmann), or if this 
present tense expressed the logical present merely by way of enabling the 
mind to picture them (Rom. v. 14), which, however, is inadmissible here, 
since the elements indicated by cxd still continued at this time, long after 
Christ’s earthly appearance, and were present really, and not merely in 
legal precepts or in theory. (8) The characteristic quality im which the 
things concerned are meant to be presented by the figurative ox:d, 1s deter- 
mined solely by the contrast of 76 céua, namely, as wnsubstantiality nm a 
Messianic aspect: shadow of the future, standing in relation to it, there- 
fore doubtless as typically presignificant, but destitute and void of its 
reality. The reference to transitoriness (Spencer, de legit. rit. p. 214 f., 
Baumgarten-Crusius, and others) is purely imported.—ré d2 oépa] scil. tov 
perddvrwv, but the body of the future.’ Inasmuch as the legal state of 
things in ver. 16 stands to the future Messianic state in no other relation 
than that of the shadow to the living body itself, which casts the shadow, 
Paul thus, remaining faithful to his figure, designates as the body of the 
future that which is real and essential in it, which, according to the con- 
text, can be nothing else than just the »éAAo0v7a themselves, their concrete 
reality as contrasted with the shadowy form which preceded them. 
Accordingly, he might have conveyed the idea of the verse, but without 
its figurative garb, in this way: déore riro¢ TOv ueAAdvTwr, abra dé Ta wéAROVTA 
Xpictov.—Xprorov] scil. éori, belongs to Christ. The uéAdAovra, namely, viewed 
under the figurative aspect of the céua which casts the shadow referred 
to, must stand in the same relation to Christ, as the body stands in to the 
Head (ver. 19); as the body now adumbrating itself, they must belong to 
Christ the Head of the body, in so far, namely, as He is Lord and ruler of 
all the relations of the future Messianic constitution, 7. e. of the Messianic 
kingdom, of the BaoiAeia tov Xpiorod (i. 18; Eph. v. 5). Whosoever, there- 
fore, holds to the shadow of the future, to the things of the law (as the false 
teachers do and require), and does not strive after the uéAAovra themselves, 
after the body which has cast that shadow, does not hold to Christ, to whom 
as Head the oaya (rig oxiac) belongs\as His own. This view, which is far 
removed from “distorting” the thought (as Hofmann objects), is required 
by the natural and obvious correlation of the conception of the body and 
its head, as also by ver. 19. There is much inaccuracy and irrelevancy in 
the views of expositors, because they have not taken ré uéAdovra in the 
sense, or not purely in the sense, of the relations of the aly véAdov, but in 
that of the then existing Christian relations, which in fact still belonged to 
the aidv ovroc, and because, in connection therewith, they do not take up 
with clearness and precision the contextually necessary relation of the 


1The explanation of Hilgenfeld, 1873, p. 
199; “the mere cua Xpicrov, a purely somatic 
Christianity,” is at variance with the anti- 
thetical correlation of ox.a and cma, as well 


as with the apostle’s cherished conception of 
the cue of Christ, which is contained imme- 
diately in ver. 19. 
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genitive Xporov as denoting Him, whose the oda is, but resolve it into 
what they please, ase. g. Grotius (so also Bleck): “ad Christum pertinet, 
ab eo solo petenda est;” Huther: “the substance itself, to which those 
shadowy figures point, has appeared in Christ ;”” Ewald: “so far as there 
is anything really solid, essential, and eternal in the O. T., it belongs to 
Christ and to His Spirit;” Hofmann: “the body of the future is there, 
where Christ is, present and given with Him” (consequently as if év Xpior 
were used.)! 

Ver. 18.2 Warning against a further danger, with which they were 
threatened on the part of these false teachers —vyydeic] not different from 
wire¢ in. ver. 16, as if the latter emphasized the verb and the former the 
subject (Hofmann). This would be correct, if in ver. 16 it were uj obv 
Kpwétw tic bwac. Comp. on pric, ver. 8, and on pydeic, ver. 4. Moreover, 
the words cannot be regarded (with Holtzmann) as a duplicate proceeding 
from the interpolator, especially as they contain anew warning, and in 
such a peculiar form (xaraZpaf.).—xaraSpaBevréro] [XXXIV d.] Let no one 
deprive you of the prize. kataBpaBevew, which is not a Cilician word (Je- 
rome; see, on the contrary, Eustath. ad J/. i. 93. 33: xaraBpaBetec avtiv, &¢ 
gaccv ol ratiacoi), is only now preserved among ancient Greek authors 
in Dem. ec. Mid. 544, ult.: ixwrapefa Urpdtova brd Mediov xaraBpaBevdévra 
kal mapa mavta Ta dixara atiuwwhévra, Where it expresses the taking away of 
victory in a judicial suit, and the procuring of a sentence of condemna- 
tion, and that in the form of the conception: to bring it about to the injury 
of some one, that not he, but another, shall receive the prize from the Bpafetc. 
Midias had bribed the judges. The «ard intimates that the prize was due 
to the person concerned, although it has been in a hostile spirit (not 
merely wnrighteously, which would be rapafpaBevew, Plut. Mor. p. 535 C; 
Polyb. xxiv. 1. 12) withdrawn from him and adjudged to another. The 
right view substantially, though not recognizing the distinction from 
rapafpaB., is taken by Chrysostom (rapafpaBevtijvac yap tori, brav rap’ 
érépwv pév % vikn, wap’ Erépwv dé 7d Bpafeiov) and Theophylact, also Suidas: 
7d GAZov aywvifouévov GA2iov atedavoicbar Aéyer 6 anéctoAc¢ KataBpafeb_ecbar.4 
The conception is: (1) To the readers as true believers belongs the Messi- 
anic prize of victory,—this is the assumption upon which the expression 
is based; (2) The false teachers desire to deprive them of the prize of 
victory and to give it to others, namely, to themselves and their adherents, 


1Qn 7d capa in contrast to cxcd, comp. Jose- —-277 ff. 


phus, Bell. ii. 2.5: oxcdv airnoduevos Bactrecas, 
is Ypracey éavt@ Td gHua. Philo, de conf. 
ling. p. 434: Ta mév pyra Tov xXpnopOY oKLas 
qTwas caver gwuatwr elvar' tas 8° éudatvoue- 
yas duvdpets Ta Uhectata adybeia mpaypata- 
Lucian, Hermot. 29. Observe, however, that 
capa invariably retains its strict literal sense 
of body, as a sensuous expression for the sub- 
stantially real, in contrast to the unsubstan- 
tial shadow of it. 

2See upon ver. 18, Reiche, Comm. Crit. p. 


3 With which Theodoret confounds it (adixws 
BpoBeverv); he makes it the unrighteous 
awarding of the prize of victory: ée.dy tolvuy 
Kal ol Tas vouLKas TapaTypices TH EvayyeAtp 
Tapapyvivtes amd THY KpELTTOVWY avTOVS emt 
7a €A\dTTW meTepEpor, eiKdTWS Epy’ pydeis buas 
xataBpaBeverw. 

4Comp. also Zonaras, ad Concil. Laod. can. 
35, p. 351: 7d py Tov VikHoavTa aéLovy Tov Bpa- 
Belov, adr’ érépw diddvar avTo adikovpévov Tov 
ViKHTAVTOS. 
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and that through their service of angels, etc. ; (3) Just as little, how- 
ever, as in the case of the xpivew in ver. 16, ought the readers to give heed 
to, or let themselves be led astray by, this hostile proceeding of the 
xataBpaBevew, which is based upon subjective vanity and is (ver. 19) sepa- 
ration from Christ and His body,—this is implied in the imperatives. 
Consequently, the view of Jerome, ad Aglas. p. 10, is not in substance erro- 
neous, although only approximately corresponding to the expression: 
“Nemo adversus vos praemium accipiat;” Erasmus is substantially cor- 
rect: “praemium, quod sectari coepistis, vebis intervertat ;” comp. Calvin, 
Estius, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and others; while the 
Vulgate (seducat), Luther (“to displace the goal”), and others content them- 
selves with a much less accurate statement of the sense, and Bengel 
imports into the passage the sense of usurped false leading and instruction, 
as Beza similarly took it? The fpafeiov, to which xaraBp. refers, is not 
Christian liberty (Grotius, who explains it praemium erigere), nor yet: 
“the honor and prize of the true worship of God” (de Wette), but, in accord- 
ance with the standing apostolic conception (comp. Phil. ii. 14; 1 Cor. 
ix. 24): the bliss of the Messianic kingdom, the incorruptible orégavo¢ (1 Cor. 
ix. 25), the ored. tHe dixasoobvyc (2 Tim. iv. 8); rao déEne (1 Pet. v. 4), rie Cope 
(Jas. i. 12); comp. 2 Tim. ii. 5. With reference to’ the fpafetov, Elsner, 
Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, Steiger, and others, including Bihr, Bohmer, 
Reiche, Huther, and Bleek, following Photius in Oecumenius (dete duac 
karaxpivérw), have taken xaraBpaB. in the sense of to condemn, parallel to the 
kpwvérw in ver. 16, or to refuse salvation to (Hofmann). This rendering is 
not, indeed, to be rejected on linguistic grounds, since Hesychius and 
Suidas both quote the signification «caraxpivew in the case of caraSpaBevew ; 
but it cannot be justified by proofs adduced, and it is decidedly in opposi- 
tion to the context through the following 6éAov «.r.4., which presupposes 
not a judgment of the opponents, but an action, something practical, which, 
through their perverse religious attitude, they would fain accomplish— 
Gédwv] sc. KataBpaBerew buac: while he desires to do this, would willingly 
accomplish it (comp. Dissen, ad Pind. Ol. ii. 97) by humility, ete. So 
rightly Theodoret (rotro roivyy ovveBobdevov éxeivor yivecbac tarewodpocbvy 
d7lev xexpyuévor), Theophylact (GéAovow tuag xataBpaBebew did Tarewogp.), 
Photius in Oecumenius, Calvin, Casaubon, and others, including Huther 
and Buttmann, Neu. Gr. p. 322 [E. 'T. 376}. The “ languidum et frigidum,” 
which Reiche urges against this view, applies at the most only in the 
event of xaraBpaf. being explained as to condemn; and the accusation of 
incorrectness of sense (Hofmann) is only based upon an erroneous explana- 
tion of the subsequent év ramewogp. 7.4. The interpretation adopted by 
others: taking delight in humility, etc.,? is based upon the extremely 


1“Nemo adversum vos rectoris partes sibi 
ultro sumat.” He starts from the common 
use of BpaBevew in the sense of regere ac mo- 
derari (see Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 404). Comp. 
on iii. 15. But neither the passage of Dem. 
l.c., nor the testimony of the Greek Fathers, 
of Suidas, Eustathius, and Zonaras, nor the 


analogy of mapaBpaBeveww, would justify the 
adoption of*this sense in the case of the com- 
pound cataBpap. 

2Augustine, Castalio, Vatablus, Estius, 
Michaelis, Loesner, and others, including 
Storr, Flatt, Bihr, Olshausen, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Bleek, Hofmann, and Hilgenfeld.\ 
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unnecessary assumption of an un-Greek imitation of 2 75M, such as occurs, 
indeed, in the LXX,! but not in the N. T.; for in Matt. xxvii. 48, 0érew is 
used with the accusative, comp. on Rom. vii. 21. Moreover, in the O. T. 
passages the object of-the delight is almost invariably (the only excéption 
being Ps. exlvii. 10) a person. Even in the Apocrypha that abnormal 
mode of expression does not occur. Others, again, hold that it is to be 
joined in an adverbial sense to karaSp. It would then (see Erasmus, 
Annot.) have to be rendered cupide or studiose? or unconstrained, volun- 
tarily, equivalent to isAovri, MeAovriv, MeAovrHe, which sense, here certainly 
quite unsuitable, has been transformed at variance with linguistic usage 
into the idea: “hoe munus sibi a nullo tributum exercens” (Beza), or: 
unwarrantably (Bohmer, comp. Steiger), or of his own choice (Luther, 
who, like Ewald, couples it with éufaretwr), or: arbitrarily (Ewald), or: 
capriciously (Reiche), etc.; consequently giving it the sense of ExOv, 
airobeAgc, abtoxéAevoroc, OY avtoyvéuov. Even Tittmann, Synon. p. 131, comes 
at length to such an ultro, erroneously quoting Herod. ix. 14, where 
6éAov must be taken as in Plat. Theaet. 1. e—év tarewogp. x. Opnok. Tov ayyéA.] 
éy is not propter, which is supposed to have the meaning: because 
Taretvogp. «.7.2. is necessary to salyation (Reiche); nor does it denote the 
condition in which the xaraSpaZevew takes place (Steiger, Huther); but, in 
keeping with the 6éAv, it is the means by which the purpose is to be 
attained : by virtue of humility and worshiping of angels. Thereby he wishes 
to effect that the BpaZeiov shall be withdrawn from you (and given to him- 
self and his followers). +. ayyéAov is the genitive of the object* and belongs 
only to.@pycx., not to rarewogp. That the latter, however, is not humility 
in the proper sense, but is, viewed from the perverse personal standpoint 
of the false teachers, a humility in their sense only, is plain from the con- 
text (see below, eix7 ovovoip. x.7..), although irony (Steiger, Huther) is not 
to be found in the word. Paul, namely, designates the thing as that, for 
which the false teachers held it themselves and desired it to be held by 
others, and this, indeed, as respects the disposition lying at the root of it, 
which they sought to exhibit (év razewogp.), and as respects the abnormal 
religious phenomenon manifested among them (x. Opyon. 7. ayyéAwv) ; and 
then proceeds to give a deterrent exposure of both of these together, 
according to their true character in a theoretical (4 éuBar.) and 
in a moral (eixy duo. tiv kegaryv) respect. How far the false 
teachers bore themselves as rarewd¢povec, is correctly defined by Theo- 
doret: Aéyovrec, &¢\ adpatoc 6 Tov biwv O8dc, avéguctog Te Kai aKaTddAnrroc, Kal 
mpoonKer dua Tov ayyédwy TH fciav ebyéveray rpayyarebecba, so that they thus 
regarded man as too insignificant in the presence of the divine majesty to be 
able to do without’ the mediation of angels, which they sought to secure 


11 Sam. xviii. 22; 2 Sam. xv. 26: 1 Kings x. 
9; 2 Chron. ix. 8; Ps. exlvii. 10. 

2Plat. Theaet. p. 143 D; and see Reisig, Con- 
ject. p. 143 f. . 

3Plat. Symp. p. 183 A, very frequent in 
Homer, Soph. Phil. 1327, Aesch. Choeph. 19. 
790, and the passages from Xenophon quoted 


by Sturz, Lex. I. p. 21. 

4Comp. Wisd. xiv. 27; Herodian, iv. 8. 17; 
Clem. Cor. I. 45; see also Grimm on 4 Mace. 
y. 6, and the passages from Josephus in 
Krebs, p. 339. 

&Compare Augustine, Conf. x. 42: “Quem 
inyenirem, qui me reconciliaret tibi? Abe. 
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through Opyoxeia (comp. 4 Mace. iv. 11), thereby placing the merit of 
Christ (Rom. v. 2) in the background. It is differently explained by 
Chrysostom and Theophylact (comp. also Photius in Oecumenius): the 
false teachers had declared the majesty of the Only-Begotten to be too exalted 
for lowly humanity to have access through Him to the Father, and hence 
the need of the mediation of angels for that purpose. In opposition to 
this view it may be urged, that the very prominence so frequently and 
intentionally given to the majesty of Christ in our Epistle, and especially 
as above the angels, rather goes to show that they had depreciated the 
dignity of Christ. Reiche and Ewald (comp. Hofmann’s interpretation 
below) find the rarevogpocbvn in the agedia odparoc of ver. 23, where, how- 
ever, the two aberrations are adduced separately from one another, see on 
ver. 23. Proofs of the existence of the worship of angels in the post- 
apostolic church are found in Justin, Ap. I. 6, p. 56,1 Athenagoras, and 
others; among the Gnostic heretics (Simonians, Cainites): Epiph. Haer. 
xx. 2; Tertullian, praeser. 33 ; Iren. Haer. i. 31. 2; and with respect to the 
worshiping of angels in the Colossian region Theodoret testifies: Euewe dé 
Touto TO Tao év TH Ppvyia Kai IiowWia wéype moAAov' od b) yapw Kal ovvedfovca 
obvodocg év Aaodixeia tHe Ppvyiac (A.D. 364, can. 35) vdéum Kexddve Td Toi¢ 
ayyéhowe mpocebyecfar, Kat péype d& Tov viv edKTHpia Tov ayiov MuyayA rap’ 
éxelvorg Kal Toig dudpore éxeivor gory Weww, The Catholic expedients for evading 
the prohibition of angel-worship in our passage (as also in the Concil. 
Laod., Mansi, II. p. 568) may be seen especially in Cornelius a Lapide, 
who understands not all angel-worship, but only that which places the 
angels above Christ (comp. also Bisping), and who refers the Laodicean 
prohibition pointing to a “xexpyuuévy eidwdodarpeia” (“bre ob dei Xprotiavode 
éycatareinery tiv éxxAnoiav Tov Ocov Kai artévac Kal ayyéAove dvouatew” x.7.A.), in 
accordance with the second Nicene Council, only to the cultus datriae, not 
duliae, consequently to actual adoration, not tyuyrinjv—rpockivysw. In 
opposition to the words as they stand (for @pyoxe‘a with the genitive of the 
subject would necessarily be the cultus, which the angels present to God, 
4 Mace. v. 6, 12; Joseph Antt. xii. 5.4; comp. Acts xxvi. 5), and also in 
opposition to the context (see ver. 19), several have taken rév ayyéAov as 
the genitive of the subject, and have explained it of a religious condition, 
which desired to be like that of the angels, e. g. Luther: “ spirituality of the 
angels,” comp. Melanchthon, Schoettgen (“habitus aliquis angelicus ”), 
Wolf, Dalmer. Nevertheless, Hofmann, attempting a more subtle defini- 
tion of the sense, has again taken rév ayyéAov as genitive of the subject, and 
joined with it not only @pyoKeia, but also rarewodpocivy. The rarewodpoobry 
of the angels, namely, consists in their willingly keeping within the bounds 
assigned to them as spirits, and not coveting that which man in this respect 
has beyond them, namely, what belongs to the corporeal world. And the 


undum mihi fuitad angelos? Multiconantes ¢poovvn was the subjective source of their 
ad te redire, neque per se ipsos valentes, going astray to angel-worship. 

sicut audio, tentaverunt haec, et inciderunt 1Hasselbach gives substantially the right 
in desiderium curiosarum visionum, et digni _ interpretation of the passage in the Stud. u. 
habitisuntillusionibus.” The (false) rawecvo- —_Krit. 1839, p. 329 ff. 
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Opnoxeia of the angels is a self-devotion to God, in which, between them and 
Him, no other barrier exists than that between the Oreator and His creatures. 
That rarewogpoobry and this Opyoxeia man makes into virtue on his part 
when he, although but partially, renounces that which belongs to Him in oe 
tinetion from the angels (raxewogp.), and, as one who has divested himself as 
much as possible of his corporeality, presents himself adoringly to God in 
such measure as he refrains from what was conferred upon him for bodily 
enjoyment. I do not comprehend how, on the one hand, the apostle 
could wrap up the combinations of ideas imputed to him in words so 
enigmatical, nor, on the other, how the readers could, without the guid- 
ance of Hofmann, extract them out of these words. The entire exposi- 
tion is a labyrinth of imported subjective fancies. Paul might at least 
have written év éyxparteig ini tO 6uovduate (or xa dpuoiwow, or Kal? 6uordtyra) Tis 
Taretvodpocivac Kat Opnoxeiac Tov ayyéAwv! Even this would still have been far 
enough from clear, but it would at least have contained the point and a 
hint as to its interpretation..—é édpaxev éuBaretw] [XXXIV e.]. Subor- 
dinate to the @éAev «.7.A. as a warning modal definition to it: entering upon 
what he has beheld, i.e. instead of concerning himself with what has been 
objectively given (ver. 19), entering the subjective domain of visions with 
his mental activity—by which is indicated the mystico-theosophic occupa- 
tion of the mind with God and the angels,’ so that éépaxev (comp. Tert. c. 
Marc. vy. 19) denotes not a seeing with the eyes, but a mental beholding,’ 
which belonged to the domain of the gavrdfecfa, in part, doubtless, also to 
that of visionary ecstasy (comp. Acts ii. 17; Rev. ix. 17; épayua in Acts ix. 
10, 12, x. 3; 2 Chron. ix. 29, ¢ al.; Luke i. 22). This reference must have 
been intelligible to the readers from the assertions put forth by the false 
teachers,‘ but the failure to observe it induced copyists, at a very early 
date, to add a negative (sometimes 7 and sometimes ov) before éépaxev. 
*EuBarebve (only used here in the N. T.; but see Wetstein, also Reisig, ad 
Oed. Col. praef. p. xxxix.), with accusative of the place conceived as object 
(Kuhner, II. 1, p. 257}, also with the genitive, with the dative, and with 
eic, means fo step upon, as e.g. vjoov, Aech. Pers. 441; réaw, Eur. El. 595; 
yiv, Josh. xix. 49; also with reference to a mental domain, which is trod- 
den by investigation and other mental activity, as Philo, de plant. Noe, p. 


1See, besides, in opposition to Hofmann, 
Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 193 f. 

2This fanciful habit could not but be fost- 
ered and promoted by the Jewish view, 
according to which the appearances of angels 
were regarded as $avrdopata (Gieseler, Kirch- 
engesch. I. 1, p. 153, ed. 4). 

8 Ewald regards édpaxey as more precisely 
defined by év rarewod¢p. x.7.A., as if it ran & ev 
rarewobp. K.T.A. éwpaxev: “while he enters 
arbitrarily wpon that, which he has seen in 
humility and angel-worship (consequently has 
not actually himself experienced and known), 
and desires to teach it as something true.” 
But such a hyperbaton, in the case of the 


relative, besides obscuring the sense, is with- 
out precedent in the N. T. Comp. on ver. 14. 
Besides, the thought itself is far from clear; 
and respecting cAwv, see above. 

4For the sphere of vision of the édpaxev lay 
not outside of the subjects, but in the hollow 
mirror of their own fancy. This applies also 
in opposition to Hilgenfeld, who now (1873, p. 
198 f.) properly rejects the y7, but takes 4 éwp. 
éuBar- incorrectly: “abiding by the sensuous.” 
Opposed to this is the very use of the perfect 
éép. and the significant expression éuBarevwy, 
The apostle does not mean the épard, but the 
adpara (i. 16), into which they ascend by 
visions which they profess to have had. 


320 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSIANS. 


225 C, et al. ; see Loesner, p. 369 f.; 2 Mace. ii. 30; comp. also Nemes. de 
nat. hom. p. 64, ed. Matth. : obpavdy éuBarebec tH Oewpig, but not Xen. Conv. iv. 
27, where, with Zeunius, évacrebere ought to be read. Phavorinus: éufar- 
evoar'rd évdov éepevvfoa } oxongoa. It is frequently used in the sense of 
seizing possession.1 So Budaeus and Calvin (se ingerens), both with the 
reading yf, also Huther (establishing himself firmly in the creations of 
fancy) ; still the context does not suggest this, and, when used in this 
sense, éuBar. is usually coupled with etc. In the reading of the Recepta, 
a uw) édp., the sense amounts either to : entering into the unseen transcendental 
sphere,’ wherein the assumption would be implied that the domain of 
sense was the only field legitimately open, which would be unsuitable (2 
Cor. v. 7, xiii. 12); or to: entering into things, which (although he dreams 
that he has seen them, yet) he has not seen—a concealed antithetical refer- 
ence, which Paul, in order to be intelligible, must have indicated. The 
thought, in the absence of the negative, is not weak (de Wette), but true, in 
characteristic keeping with the perverseness of theosophic fancies (in oppo- 
tion to Hofmann’s objection), and representing the actual state of the ¢ase, 
which Paul could not but know. According to Hofmann, the é ,7 
édpaxev which he reads is to be taken, not with éuB8aretwr, but with what 
goes before: of which, nevertheless, he has seen nothing (and, consequently, 
cannot imitate it). This is disposed of, apart even from the incorrect 
inference involved in it, by the preposterousness of Hofmann’s exposi- 
tion of the tarevvodpoctyn x. Opnoxeia tov ayy., With which the connection, hit 
upon by him, of ei«# with éuBarebwr (“an investigation, which results in noth- 
ing”’), also falls to the ground.—eixy gvoretp. «.7.2., and then kai ob xpardv, 
x.T.A., are both subordinate to the 4 éépaxev éuBatebor, and contain two 
modal definitions of it fraught with the utmost danger.—eixj ¢voobp.] 
[XXXIV f.] for the entering upon what was seen did not rest upon areal 
divine revelation, but upon a conceited, fanciful self-exaggeration. Td dé 
Ye gvolotpevog TH Tarewodpocbvy évartiov ovK éore’ THY psy yap éoxHrTovTo, ToD 
dé rigov Td Tafog axpiBa¢ meptéxeewtro, Theodoret. On eix#, temere, i.e. with- 
out ground, comp. Matt. v. 22; Rom. xiii. 4; Plat. Menexr. p. 234 C; Xen. 
Oyrop. ii. 2. 22. It places the vanity, that is, the objective groundlessness 
of the pride, in contradistinction to their presumptuous fancies, emphati- 
cally in the foreground. Even if éufar. is not taken absolutely with Hof- 
mann, we may not join it with «ix (in opposition to Steiger, de Wette, 
Reiche ; B6hmer is doubtful), since it is not the wselessness (in this sense 
ein Would require to be taken, 1 Cor. xv, 2; Gal. iii. 4, iv. 11) of the éufa- 
tebew & é6p. (or d pi) édp.), but this éuBaretew in and of itself, that forms 
the characteristic perversity in the conduct of those people—a perversity 


1Dem. 894.7; Eur. Heracl. 876; Schleusner, ‘For even the unseen, which may in any 


Thes. 11.332; Bloomfield, Gloss. in Aesch. Pers. other way have been brought to our knowl- 
p. 146 f. edge, we may and under certain circumstan- 
2Dem. 894. '7; 1085. 24, 1086. 19; Isa. ix. 3, et ces should imitate (comp. e.g. Eph. vy. iby 
al.; 1 Mace. xii. 25. And even the angels and their actions haye 
’Comp. Chrysostom: they have not seen _ been included among the objects of the divine 
the angels, and yet bear themselves asif they revelation as to the history of salvation and 
had seen them. its accomplishment. 


- 
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which is set forth by eixj ¢vovwbu, «.7.A., and in ver. 19 as immoral and 
antichristian.—i70 tod vode ri¢ cap. adtov] becoming puffed up by (as opera- 
tive principle) the reason of his flesh. This is the morally determined 
intellectual faculty in its character and activity as not divinely regulated, 
in which unennobled condition (see on Eph. iv. 23) it is the servant, not 
of the divine zvedza, whose organ it is designed to be, but of the materio- 
physical human nature, of the cépf as the seat of the sin-power, and is 
governed by its lusts instead of the divine truth... The voice does not 
belong to the essence of the odpf (in opposition to Holsten); but, be it 
observed, the matter is so represented that the cdpé of the false teacher, 
in accordance with its dominant superiority, appears personified (comp. 
Rom. viii. 6), as if the vote, influenced by it, and therewith serviceable to 
it, were its own. In virtue of this non-free and, in its activity, sinfully- 
directed reason, the man, who is guided by it, is avéyro¢ (Gal. iii. 1, 3; Tit. 
lil. 3), loses his moral judgment (Rom. xii. 2), falls into ércbyyiag avofrove 
(1 Tim. vi. 9), and withstands Christian truth and purity as xare¢Oapyévoc 
tov vowy (2 Tim. iii. 8; 2 Cor. xi. 3), and écxoticpyévoc rH dtavoia (Eph. iv. 
18).—The puffing wp of the persons in question consisted in this, that with 
all their professed and apparent humility they, as is commonly the case 
with mystic tendencies, fancied that they could not be content with the 
simple knowledge and obedience of the gospel, but were capable of attain- 
ing a special higher wisdom and sanctity. It is well said by Theophylact: 
mac yap ov capKixod vodc x. wayéoo Td AMeTHoar Ta bd fe Aexbévra, John 
lii. 16, 17, 19, x. 26 f., xat prpia ica! 

Ver. 19. [XXXIV g.] Kai] annexing to e«# gvowotpevoc x.7.2. a further, 
and that a negative, modal form of the 4 éépaxev éuBarebov. This éuBares- 
ev into what is seen takes place, namely, in such a way, that one is 
puffed up by fleshly reason, and does not hold the Head, etc. So much is 
it at variance with the nature and success, as respects unity, of the church !? 
—ov kpatov x.7.2.] not holding fast (but letting it go, comp. Song of Sol. iii. 
4: ixpétnoa aitiv Kal ovx a¢qna abrév) the Head, inasmuch, namely, as they 
seek angelic mediation. Bengel aptly observes: “ Qui non unice Christum 
tenet, plane non tenet.”—2£ od «.r.2.] represents the whole objectionable- 
ness of this ob xparév Tr. xed., and the absolute necessity of the opposite. 
This od is not to be referred to the verbal idea (Bengel’s suggestion: “ ex 
quo sc. tenendo caput”’), but applies objectively (comp. Eph. iv. 15 f.) to 
that which was designated by t7v xegaA. In this view it may be mascu- 
line, according to the construction xara ofveowv (Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 49), as it 
is usually taken, but it may also—and this is preferable, because here the 
personality is not, as in Eph. iv. 15 f., specially marked—he neuter, so that 
it takes up the Head, not personally (though it is Christ), but in accord- 


1Comp. Rom. i. 21, 28, iv. 1, vi. 19, vii. 14, xii. | The compressed characterizing of this artic- 
2; Eph. iv.17 f.; see also Kluge in the Jahrb. ulated organism is therefore as suitable here 
f. D. Theol. 1871, p. 329 ff. as in Eph. iv. 16, and by no means an opus 
2 The conduct of those men is the negation supererogationis on the part of the author 
of this holy relation, a separation from the = (Holtzmann). 
organism of the body of Christ as an unity. 
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ance with the neuter idea: from which. See Matthiae, p. 988; Kihner, II. 
1, p. 55. Comp. Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 201. The rt. xegaa. might also be 
taken attributively : not holding fast as the Head Him, from whom, ete. 
(Ewald), which would be, however, less simple and less forcibly descrip- 
tive. é denotes the causal issuing forth of the subsequently expressed 
relation, comp. Eph. iv. 16.—rav rd odua] consequently no member is 
excepted, so that no member can expect from any other quarter what is 
destined for, and conveyed to, the whole body from the head. The con- 
ception of the church as the body of Christ, the Head, is not in our 
Epistle and the Ephesian letter different from that of the other Epistles 
(in opposition to Holtzmann, p. 289 ff.). Comp. on 1 Cor. xii. 12 f,, vi. 
15; Rom. xii. 4 f.; also 1 Cor. xi. 8. Any pressing contrary to the 
author’s design of the thought of a coda, which strictly taken is a trunk, 
is in this particular case excluded by the graphic delineation of the con- 
stantly living and active connection of the members with the Head. 
Every comparison, indeed, when pressed, becomes halting.—dé:d tév agov 
k. ovvdeouav éxcxop. x. ovui8.] The participial relation to the following 
verb is this: from the Head the whole body is furnished and bound 
together and grows in this way, so that éf od therefore is to be referred 
neither to the participles only, nor to the verb only, but to both; and dd 
T. dg. kK. ovvdecu. specifies by what means the éxcyop. x. ove3e3., proceeding - 
from the Head, is brought about, viz. through the (bodily) nerve-impulses (not 
joints, as it is usually explained; see on Eph. iv. 16), which are conveyed 
from the Head to the body, and through the bands, which, proceeding 
from the Head, place the whole in organic connection. Observe that 
éxcyop. refers to did 7. dddv, and ovuB.B. to Kk. ovvdecu. Theophylact (comp. 
Theodoret) has aptly illustrated the former by the action of the nerves 
which is diffused from the head through the entire body, so that azd ric 
Kepadie éoTt waoa alobnow kK. Taca Kivnoc. As, therefore, the body receives 
its efficiency from the head through the contact of impulses effected by 
means of the network of nerves, so would the church, separated from 
Christ—from whom the feelings and impulses in a spiritual sense, the 
motions and activities of the higher C4, are conveyed to it—be without 
the supply in question. Comp. the idea of the figure of the vine. 
Further: as, starting from the head, the whole body, by means of the 
bands which bind member to member, is bound together into one organic 
whole; so also is the entire church, starting from Christ, by means of the 
bands of Christian communion (xocvwria), which give to the union of indi- 
viduals the coherence of articulate unity. Faith is the inner ground of the 
agai, not the latter themselves (in opposition to Bengel) ; so also is love the 
inner ground of the ovrdecuot of the mystical body, not these latter them- 
selves (in opposition to Tertullian, Zanchius, Estius, Bengel, and others) ; 
and the operative principle on the part of Christ the Head is the Holy 
Spirit (Eph. iv. 4; 1 Cor. xii. 3 f., 7, et al.). Theodoret erroneously (comp. 
Ewald) explains the ovvdecuot as the amédorodot Kk. xpodpra x. diddoKxaror, and 
Bohmer takes the dgai and cuvdeou. as the believers. The latter, as also 
the teachers, are in fact the members, and share in experiencing what is 
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here asserted of the entire body.—iryopnyotu.] receiving supply, being fur- 
nished. Comp. on the passive expression, which is not un-Pauline (Holtz- 
mann), but in harmony with the general passive usage,’ Kthner II. 1. p.109. 
The compound, not expressing “in addition besides” (Bleek), denotes that 
the yopeyia is coming to, is being conveyed towards. Comp. 2 Cor. ix. 10; Gal. 
ii. 5; Dion. Hal. x. 54. But it is not said with what the body is provided, 
as xopyyeiv (comp. also éxcyop., Ecclus. xxv. 22) is often used absolutely 
(see e.g. the passages from Polybius in Schweighiuser, Lez. p. 663), and 
admits of its more precise definition being supplied from the context, 
which, however, here points not to nourishment (Grotius, de Wette), but 
to that which is accomplished through the feelings (d¢av), namely, the 
vital activity, of which the body would be destitute in the absence of the 
different impulses.2—rjv aifyow tov Ocov] denoted by the article as the 
divine growth absolutely; rod Oecd is the genitive auctoris: which God 
confers (1 Cor. iii. 6, 7), with which é& od is not at variance (as Bahr 
thinks), since God is ranked above Christ (1 Cor. xi. 3), and is the supreme 
operating principle in the church (1 Cor. xii. 6; Eph. iv. 6). At once 
weak, and suggested by nothing in the text, is the view: “incrementum, 
quod Deus probat ” (Calvin, Bahr*). What is meant is the gradual growth 
of Christians collectively toward Christian perfection. The circumstance 
that aife as an intransitive only occurs again in Eph. ii. 21, comp. iv. 15, 
and aityote only in Eph. iv. 16, cannot prove it to be an un-Pauline mode 
of expression (Holtzmann).* . 

Ver. 20 f [On Vv. 20-23, see Note XX XV. pages 340, 341.] After these 
warnings, vv. 16-19, which were intended to secure his readers against 
the seduction threatening them, the apostle now returns for the same 
purpose once more to the two main foundations of the Christian life, to 
the fellowship with Christ in death, (ver. 20), and fellowship with 
Him also in resurrection (iii. 1). [XXXVa.] His aim is to show, 
in connection with the former, the groundlessness and perversity 
of the heretical prohibitions of meats (vv. 20-23), and to attach to the 
latter—to the fellowship of resurrection—the essence of Christian 
morality in whole and in detail, and therewith the paraenetic portion of 
the Epistle (iii. 1-iv. 6), the tenor of which thereby receives the character 
of the holiest moral necessity—ei amebdvete x.7.A.] [XXXV 0.] the legal 
abstinence required by the false teachers (see below) stands in contradic- 
tion with the fact, that the readers at their conversion had entered into 
the fellowship of the death of Christ, and thereby had become loosed from 
the oroyela tow Kécuov (see on ver. 8), 7.e. from the ritual religious ele- 
ments of non-Christian humanity, among which the legal prohibition of 


1Polyb. iv. 77. 2: moAAais apoppats ex Picews 2 Comp. Chrysostom and Oecumenius, who 
Kexopynynuévos, iii. 75. 3, et al.; Diod. Sic. i. explain rod @cod by xara Gedy. 
73; Ecclus. xliv. 6; 3 Mace. vi. 40. 4Respecting the connection of the verb 


2Comp. Chrysostom: 10 elvat kai 76 kadkds with the more precisely defined cognate noun, 
eivat, Theophylact: aca aic@nots x. maga see Winer, p. 210[E. T. 224]; Lobeck, Paralip. 
xivnows, and in the application: AauBdve. ro ——p. 507 f.; Kitihner, II. 2, p. 262 f. 
Gav x. aver mvevpatixas. 
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meats and the traditional regulations founded thereon are included. How 
far the man who has died with Christ has passed out of connection with 
these elementary things, is taught by ver. 14, according to which, through 
the death of Christ, the law as to its debt-obligation has been abolished. 
Consequently, in the case of those who have died with Christ, the law, and 
everything belonging to the same category with it, have no further claim 
to urge, since Christ has allowed the curse of the law to be accomplished 
on Himself, and this has also taken place in believers in virtue of their 
fellowship of death with Him, whereby the binding relation of debt which 
had hitherto subsisted for them has ceased.'—aro@vjcxew, With a76, mean- 
ing to die away from something, moriendo liberari a (Porphyr. de abstin. ab 
esu anim. i. 41), is only met with here in the N.T.; elsewhere it is used 
with the dative, as in Gal. ii. 19, Rom. vi. 2, whereby the same thing is 
otherwise conceived in point of form. It is, moreover, to be observed, that 
Christ Himself also is by death released from the crocyeia, since He was 
_ made under the law, and, although sinless, was destined to take upon 
Himself the curse of it; [XX XV ¢.] hence it was only by His death in 
obedience to the Father (Phil. ii. 8; Rom. v.19), that He became released 
from this relation. Comp. on Gal. iv.4. Huther erroneously denies that 
such an amofaveiv can be predicated of Christ, and therefore assumes 
(comp. Schenkel and Dalmer) the brachylogy: “if, by your dying with 
Christ, ye are dead from the oroiyeia tov xoopov.”—ri we COvrec x.t.A.] why 
are ye, as though ye were still alive in the world, commanded: Touch not, etc. 
Such commands are adapted to those who are not, like you, dead, ete. 
As arobavévteg ctv X. ard T. oTory. tT. Kéou., ye are no longer alive in the 
domain of the non-Christian xécuog, but are removed from that sphere of 
life (belonging to the heavenly wodirevya, Phil. iii. 20). The word doyyari- 
Sew, [XX XV d.] only found here in the N. T., but frequently in the LX X. 
and Apocrypha, and in the Fathers and decrees of Councils (see Suicer, 
_ Thes. I. p. 935), means nothing more than to decree, and doyyarifecbe is 
passive: why are ye prescribed to, why do men make decrees for you (vobis) ? 
so that it is not a reproach (the censure conveyed by the expression affects 
rather the false teachers), but a warning to those readers (comp. vv. 16, 18) 
who were not yet led away (i. 4, ii. 5), and who ought not to yield any 
compliance to so absurd a demand. That the readers are the passive sub- 
ject, is quite according to rule, since the active has the dative along with 
it, doyuarifew tux (2 Macc. x. 8); comp. also Hofmann and Beza. The 
usual rendering takes doyuar. as middle, and that either as: why do ye 
allow commands to be laid down for you (Huther), rules to be imposed upon 
you (de Wette), yourselves to be entangled with rules (Luther)? and such 
like ;* or even: why do ye make rules for yourselves (Ewald)? comp. Vul- 
gate : decernitis, This, however, would involve a censure of the readers, and 
&¢ Sivrec év kéoup would express the unsuitableness of their conduct with 


1Comp. Gal. ii. 19, iv. 3,9; Rom. vii. 4, et al. 
§Diod. Sic. iv.83; Diog. L. iii. 51; Anth. Pal. 
ix. 576.4; Arrian. Epict. iii. 1; Esth. iii. 9; 3 
Esdr. vi.34; 2 Mace. x.8, xv.36; 3 Macc. iv. 11. 


8Comp. Chrysostom: mas rots orovxetors 
troénxecoe; similarly Theodoret, Beza; and 
recently, Bahr, Béhmer, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Bleek, and others. 
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their Christian standing—a reproach, which would be altogether out of 
harmony with the other contents of the Epistle. On the contrary, dc 
Cavrec év x. indicates the erroneous aspect in which the Christian standing 
of the readers was regarded by the false teachers, who took up such an 
attitude towards them, as if they were not yet dead from the world, which 
nevertheless (comp. ver. 11 f.) they are through their fellowship with 
Christ (iii. 3; Gal. ii. 19 f.; 2 Cor. v.14 f). The é¢ Cavre¢ év xéoum, more- 
over, is entirely misunderstood by Bihr: “as if one could at all attain to 
life and salvation through externals.” Comp., on the contrary, the thought 
of the elva: év rj capxi in Rom. vii. 5 and Gal. vi. 14. Observe, further, 
that this Gj é& xéou is not one and the same thing with eiva: trd ra oro 
xeia tov xécwov (Hofmann, by way of establishing his explanation of crov- 
xeia in the sense of the material things of the world); but the Cav év kr. is . 
the more general, to which the special elvac trd Tr. ororyeia tr. x. is subordi- 
nate. If the former is the case, the latter also takes place by way of con- 
sequence.—w7 ayy «.r.A.] a vivid concrete representation of the déyyara 
concerned, in a “compendiaria mimesis” (Flacius). The triple descrip- 
tion brings out the urgency of the eager demand. for abstinence, and the 
relation of the three prohibitions is such, that u7dé.both times means nor 
even ; in the second instance, however, in the sense of ne quidem, so that 
the last point stands to the two former together in the relation of a cli- 
max: thou shalt not lay hold of, nor even taste, nor once touch! What was 
meant as object of this enjoined azéyecfa (1 Tim. iv. 3) the reader was 
aware, and its omission only renders the description more vivid and terse, 
Steiger’s view, that the object was suppressed by the false teachers them- 
selves from fear and hypocrisy, is quite groundless. From the words 
themselves, however (yetc7), and from the subsquent context (see ver. 23), 
it is plain that the prohibitions concerned certain meats and drinks (comp. 
ver. 16); and it is entirely arbitrary to mix up other things, as even de 
Wette does, making them refer also to sexual intercourse (Oryydvew yvvacéc, 
Eur. Hipp. 1044, et al.);1 while others distinguish between dy and'Oiyy¢ 
in respect of their objects, e.g. Estius: the former refers to unclean objects, 
such as the garments of a menstruous woman, the /atter to the buying 
and selling of unclean meats; Erasmus, Zanchius: the former concerns 
dead bodies, the latter sacred vessels and the like; Grotius: the former 
refers to meats, the latter to the “ vitandas feminas,” to which Flatt and 
Dalmer, following older writers, make dy refer (1 Cor. vii. 1). Others 
give other expositions still; Bohmer arbitarily makes @yy¢ refer to the 
oil, which the Essenes and other theosophists regarded as ‘a labes. That 
Paul in aw and 6¢y. had no definite object at all in view, is not even prob- 
able (in opposition to Huther), because yetoy stands between them, and 
ver. 23 points to abstinence from meats, and not at the same time to any- 
thing else—Following the more forcible dy, lay hold of, the more subtle 
@iyne, touch, is in admirable keeping with the climax: the object was to 
be even éfxrov (Soph. O. C. 39).2_ Hofmann erroneously holds that amto- 


1See Monck, ad Eur. Hipp.14; Valckenaer, 2Comp. on the difference between the two 
ad Phoen. 303. words, Xen. Cyrop. i. 3.5: 67av mév rod aprov 
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at expresses rather the motion of the subject grasping at something, Myydvo 
rather his arriving at the object. In opposition to this fiction stands the 
testimony of all the passages in the Gospels (Matt. viii. 3, ix. 20; John 
xx. 17, and many others), in which drreofa signifies the actual laying 
hold of, and, in Paul’s writings, of 1 Cor. vii. 1, 2 Cor. vi. 17, as also the 
quite common Grecian usage in the sense of contrectare (attingere et 
inhaerere), and similarly the signification of the active to fasten to, to make 
to stick (Lobeck, ad Soph. Aj. 698; Duncan, Lex. Hom. ed. Rost, p. 150). 
The mere stretching out the hand towards something, in order to seize it, is 
never dxrecba. Hofmann, moreover, in order to establish a climax of 
the three points, arbitrarily makes the subtle gloss upon yetoy, that this 
might even happen more unintentionally, and upon @éiyy, that this might 
happen involuntarily.’ 

Ver. 22. We are not to put ina parenthesis 7) ayy... aroxpyoec (Eras- 
mus Schmid, Heinrichs, and others), but merely @ éorw... axoxp. (Gries- 
bach, Lachmann, Scholz, Ewald); for the construction proceeds uninter- 
ruptedly to @yyc, is then only broken by the judgment @ éore x. ei¢ 96. 7. 
aroyp., and thereafter runs on with xara ra évtddu. K.7.A.—a éote . . . atoxp. 18 
an inserted? judgment of the apostle anent that which the false teachers 
interdicted by 7 diy «.7.A.: which all are destined to destruction® through the 
using,—from which it is to be rendered palpably apparent, how preposter- 
ous it is to make such things a condition of eternal bliss by urging absti- 
nence from them. We have here a similar line of argument to that in 
Matt. xv.17. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 18. Hence ¢6opé is meant to denote the 
perishing which takes place through the natural dissolution (digestion) 
of the meats and drinks; and with this conception quite accords the pur- 
posely-chosen compound r% aroypioe, which, like abusus, indicates the 
using up, the consuming (Plut. Mor. p. 267 E; Davis, ad Cie. N. D. iv. 60). 
So it is unanimously explained by Chrysostom, Theodoret (cig xéxpov yap 
dravra peraBdarerac), Oecumenius (¢op@ yap, dyow, irdxecrae év TH AdedpOri), 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Wolf, Grotius, Michaelis, 
and many others, including Bahr, Steiger, Olshausen, Ewald, Bleek, Hof- 
mann. But, according to others, who likewise regard @...dmoyp. as a 
parenthetical judgment, the dis to be referred to the prohibitions, éxoxp. 
to the wse, z.e. the following of them, and ¢opa (comp. Gal. vi. 8) to the 


ayn, eis ovdév thy xeipa amoWdmevov (ce dpa), 
bray 5¢ rovTwy (these dainty dishes) tevds O/yps, 
evOis amoxabaipy THY XElpa eis TA KELPOMaKTpa, 
also y. 1.16. In an inverted climax, Eur. 
Bacch. 617. ovr’ €6vyev oF’ Hae Hudv. See 
also Ex. xix, 12, where the LXX., delicately 
and aptly render MP3 yar to touch the 
outer border of the mountain, by the free trans- 
lation @iyew re abrod, but then express the 
general 1713 3/137 by the stronger 4 apdpe- 
vos TOU dpovs. 

1Respecting the aorist @cyetv (a present 
@iyew instead of @:yydvew can nowhere be 


accepted as certain), see Schaefer, ad Greg. 
Cor. p. 990, Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 804; Kiih- 
ner, I. p. 833. 


2For it is only an incidental observation in 
opposition to the above Soyparigecar; the 


main ground of opposition to the latter lies in 
el amebav. odv X. 


Séoriv eis Oopav, it serves for destruction, 
i. e, it serves for the purpose of being destroyed. 
See generally Winer, p. 173 [E. T. 183]; Butt- 
mann, Weut. Gr. p. 131 [E. T. 150 f.]. Comp. 
Wisd. iv. 18; Ecclus. xxxiv.10; Judith v. 21, 
24, viii. 22. 
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destruction of the persons who follow them : all which ddyuara by their use 
tend to (eternal) destruction. So Ambrosiaster, Augustine, Cornelius a 
Lapide, Calixtus, Heumann, Junker. Erroneously; because azéypyoce 
never means merely use, and even the simple yp7ove, in the sense of THPNOLC, 
would be an unsuitable designation ; in fact, the entire addition, “by the 
use,” would be utterly superfluous. On account of azoyp., the expedient 
must also be rejected, on linguistic grounds, that & .. . dxoyp. are still words 
of the false teachers, which Paul repeats with irony: “omnia haec (vetita) 
_ usu suo perniciem afferunt,” Heinrichs, comp. Schenkel. By others, who, 
like Tischendorf, have deleted the marks of parenthesis, the whole down 
to avépézuv is taken together: all this, which the false teachers forbid, 
tends through the using to (“moral,” de Wette) destruction , “si sc. ex 
doctorum Judaicorum praeceptis et doctrinis hac de re judicium feratur,” ! 
Kypke; so also Vatablus, Storr, Flatt, Bohmer, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius (Huther is undecided between this explanation and ours). But 
in opposition to this it may be urged, that the compound droypioe would 
be entirely without a motive, since not the consumption, but the use at all 
would be soul-destroying according to the maxims of those people. Our 
view alone supplies a motive for the use of azoxpfoe, and that through the 
point of its connection with ¢i¢ ¢fopav, in which case, however, the object 
affected by azoyp. and eic ¢fop. must be the same (the things forbidden). 
De Wette’s objections are irrelevant, since the thought of the parenthesis 
a... 4azoyp. is expressed not strangely, but with Pauline ingenuity, the 
words xard ra évrd2u. x.7.7: annexed to doypyarifecte are by no means super- 
fluous (see below), nor does this annexation require us to begin the paren- 
tnesis with 7 dy, and thereby to include heterogeneous elements together; 
for uy ayy «.7.2. still belongs closely to doyyar., of which it is the contents, 
and xara ra évrddy. «7.2 is then annexed, after the brief incidentally 
inserted remark, to doywar. and its contents (uj dy K.7.A.).—Katd ta évraa- 
para x.7.2.] [XXXVe.] The article before évréay., and extending also to 
didacxa2.., is generic. The ui ay «7.2. was decreed by the false teachers 
conformably to the commandments and doctrines of men, not in consequence 
of what God had commanded and taught. This element, annexed to doy- 
arit., is by no means superfluous (in opposition to de Wette), since, in 
fact, déyua in itself is a command generally, and may be one based upon 
divine authority; it rather serves to bring out with perfect clearness the 
conflicting relation, in which that doyarifecbac stands to the arefavere ody 
Xpior6 «.7.2. For what the false teachers decreed was not the prohibitions 
of meats contained in the law of Moses as such, and these alone (although 
they too would have been incompatible with the arefdvere civ X. «.7.2.), but 
such as consisted in the human (Essene) definitions, expansions, and 
amplifications of the former («ara tiv rapddoow rév avipérwv, ver. 8). It was 
in this, and not in the mere setting up again of the Mosaic law abolished 


1Similarly Dalmer, who, however, takes 77 —_— found in the sense of abuse (karaxpiors, mapa- 
aroxp. in the sense of abuse, joining it imme- xpos), amoxphois is not, though it was. so 
diately to cara tas S:dacK. x.7.A. But while taken by Erasmus Schmid, Schoettgen, Zach- 
amoxpjada (Dem. 215.8; Herodian, vy. 1. 13) is  ariae, as also by Grimm in his Lewicon. 
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through Christ (Chrysostom and many others), that the doypuarilerda: was 
regulated by human standard, without the divine authority and warrant. 
Moreover, diac. is not synonymous with évréAy., but has a wider sense (in 
Matt. xv. 9 and Mark vi. 7, the narrower idea comes after as a more pre- 
cise definition), so that the two together specify the preceptive and generally 
(xaé) the doctrinal standard. Comp. Isa. xxix. 13. 

Ver. 23. And of what nature and quality is that, which I have just termed 
ra évtdAuara Kk. diacKadr tov avOp.?—drwa] quippe quae, i. e. ita comparata, 
ut (Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 30). The conception was different in 4 of 
ver. 22, where the thing in question was regarded purely objectively, as 
mere object.—iori] belongs to éyovra, without, however, being with this 
equivalent to éyec; it introduces what the drwa are as regards their quality. 
If it belonged to ov« év typ tax (Bahr), or to xpd¢ xAyop. tr. o. (Bengel), or 
to év e€edobpnoxeia x.7.A. (that which moves and has its being in éedoOp. K.7.2.), 
as Hofmann thinks, taking Adyov pw. Eyovra cog, parenthetically—why 
should it not have been actually placed beside that to which it would 
belong? Apart from this, Hofmann’s connection of it with év é@eAodp. _ 
could alone deserve consideration, since from év é%eA0%p. onwards all that 
follows is consecutive. But even this connection must be abandoned, 
because the sphere of subsistence indicated by év é¥eio¥p. «.7.2. would be 
too wide for such special prohibitions, ver. 21, as are conveyed by drwva, 
and because we have no right to put aside from the connection, as a mere 
incisum, the important thought (comp. ver, 8) expressed by Ady 7. 8x. codiac, 
which comes in with éori so emphatically at the very head of the judg- 
ment, and appropriately, as regards meaning, attaches to itself all that 
follows.—Adyov éyewv, explained by many since Jerome approximately in 
the sense of speciem or praetextum habere (see Kypke, de Wette, Dalmer, 
and others; also Késter in the Stud. w. Krit. 1854, p. 318), may, according 
as we adopt for Adyoc the signification ratio or sermo, mean either: to have 
ground, in which case the ground may certainly be only an apparent one, 
a pretext (comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 86); further, to have an insight 
into something (often thus in Plato, e.g. Rep. p. 475 ©), to have regaril to 
(Herod. i. 62; Plat. Tim. p. 87 C); or: to have a reputation, so that one is 
in any relation the subject of discourse, of legend, of mention, of rumor, 
etc? The latter signification is here to be adhered to, because the sub- 
sequent ob« év tiu@ tai, When correctly rendered, accords with it as bear- 
ing on the matter in hand, and is in sense appropriately correlative. 
Hence: that which has a repute of wisdom, popularly passes for wisdom. 
Comp. dvoya éxew (Rev. ili. 1) and dvoudgeoba (1 Cor. v. 11).—yév] without a 
subsequent dé; there was before the apostle’s mind the contrast: repute, 


1So in the passages from Demosth., Dionys, impossibility of this interpretation is self- 
Hal., and Lesbonax in Kypke; from Plat. in evident. 
Ast, Lew, II. p. 257; from Polyb. in Schweig- 2See e.g. Plat. Epin. p. 987. B: ‘Ewoddpos 
hauser, Lex, p. 870.. So Hilgenfeld, in his -» Adpoditns eivar cxeddv Exeu Adyor (dicitur), 
Zeitschr, 1870, p. 250, holding that what is Herod. v. 56: Adyov Exec Thy TvOinv Sen liote 
rejected in the legal sense in ver. 22 is here comp. ix, 78; Xen. Oce. 11. 4. (the same thing 
“permitted as voluntary asceticism.” See, conceived under another form: Adyos exer 
however, on the sequel, from which the teva, Herod. vii, 5, and frequently). 
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truly, but not the reality, ob divayr, obk 42fOecav, Chrysostom. He omitted 
to express this, however, led aside by the progress of his discourse, so that 
instead of bringing in the antithesis of 2éyov by dé, he makes ob« év TY 
tue follow without dé, and in contrast not to the Adyov, but to the év EdeAodp. 
«.t.4.,—from which we are to gather in substance, what in starting with 
Aéyov wév it was intended to express.!_ The linguistic phenomenon of this 
#év without an adversative word following is so common, that there is no 

_ ground for requiring before ob« é tw t. an 4444 (Hofmann), which might 
have been used (Baeumlein, p. 170), but not necessarily. Holtzmann also 
takes too much offence at the absence of a formal contrast, and finds in rpdc 
wAnou. t. capxdc an ill-inserted remnant of the original—év é8eAoSpyoxeig] 
[XXXVI /.] instrumental, specifying by what means it is brought about, on 
the part of those who lay down the commandments and doctrines referred 
‘to, that the laiter have a repute of wisdom: through self-chosen worship, 1. e. 
through a cultus, which is not divinely commanded, but is the work of 
their own self-determination. What was meant by this, the reader was 
aware; and ver. 18 places it beyond doubt that the worship of angels 
formed an essential and chief part of it, though it need not, from the 
general character of the expression in our passage, have beeh meant 
exclusively ; other forms of capricious cultus may have been included 
with it. The substantive’ é@e208p. does not occur elsewhere except in eccle- 
siastical writers; but the verb é3e2o0pyoxeiv is explained by Suidas: idiw 
Vedjpare oéBew rd doxotv, and Epiph. Haer. i. 16 explains the name Phari- 
sees: did 7d adwpiopévorg elvar aitovc axd Tov adhwv bua THY ED eOTEPLooo- 
Spnckeiav wap’ avtoic vevouopuévyv.2 Hofmann erroneously takes away 
from the word in itself the bad sense, and explains (after the analogy of 
é¥edorovia and ét_eAovpyia): worship, which one interests himself in. This 
view is prohibited by the evident retrospective reference of this word and 

‘the following one to ver. 18, where, according to the right interpretation, 
the Gpycxeia was certainly something bad. The unfavorable meaning, 
according to Hofmann’s present explanation (he gave a different but also 
erroneous view in his Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 72; see, in opposition to it, my 
third edition), is only got by the addition of céparoc, which belongs to all 
the three points, so that é%edobpyoxeia oduaroc must be understood as a 
worship ‘gladly and earnestly rendered, but which is rendered only with 
bodily demeanor. But céparog does not suit either with écA09p. or rarewogp.? 
but only with dgedia. For it is plain from dgedi¢ odparoc that cduaroc is 
the genitive of the object, from which it follows that Ypycxeia cdparoc would 
yield the opposite sense: a Spzoxeia rendered to the body (comp. Ypyox. Tov 


1See Erasmus, Annot., and generally Winer, 
p. 534 f. [E. T. 575]; Buttmann, Weut. Gr. p. 
313 [E. T. 365]; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 656; Maetz- 
ner, ad Antiph. p. 153; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 
163 f. 

2Comp. é0eAodovAcia (Plat. Symp. p. 184 C, 
Rep. p. 562. D), @GeAokdxynars, eOcdAokivduvos, 
€cdrropos ebeAompdéevos (Thue. iii. 70. 2, where 
the scholiast explains: a’ éavtotd yevouevos 


kai yn KeAevabeis x.7.A.), and yarious others, 

2 According to Hofmann, namely, rarewwo- 
dpoovvn cuparos is a disposition of self-humil- 
iation, which, however, only weakens the body 
by abstinences. But it would rather have the 
absurd sense: humility of the body ; for rame- 
vodpoovvn neither means humiliation nor 
self-humiliation, but humility, weakness, ver. 
18, iii. 12; Phil. ii. 3. 
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ayyé2wv in ver. 18), which would come ultimately to the idea of the Aarpebew 
th #ovh (Lucian, Nigr. 15), comp. Plut. Mor. p. 107 C: Aarpeia tov coparoc, 
and on the matter conceived as Upyoxela. Phil. iii. 19.—ramewogpoo.] from 
the point of view of the false teachers (comp. ver. 18), what they thus 
designated; although in fact it consisted in this, that, as in all false 
humility, they with spiritual conceit (comp. ver. 18, and subsequently zpé¢ 
rAnopov. Tt. capxdc) took pleasure in unduly undervaluing themselyes—an 
ethical self-contempt, which involved in relation to God the édeAodpyoxeia, 
and towards the body an unsparingness through mistaken abstinence and 
mortifying asceticism, inconsistent with Christian liberty.'"—ov« év tiug 
rv.) [XXXVg.] Not through anything whatever that is an honor, not 
through anything honorable, by which that repute would appear founded 
in truth and just. The expression is purposely chosen, in order to make 
the Adyo¢ copiag appear as repute without honor, i. e. without any morally 
estimable substratum on the part of the persons concerned. The follow- 
ing mpd¢ rAyopovay tij¢ capxdc is also purposely chosen; in it tAyopov. signifi- 
cantly glances back to dgewia, and ri¢ capxée to cbuaroc, and there is pro- 
duced a thoughtful contrast, a striking ethical oxymoron: for the sake of 
fully satisfying the flesh. Those commandments and doctrines have a 
repute of wisdom, etc., in order to afford thereby full satisfaction to the mate- 
rial-psychical human nature. Thus, while the repute of wisdom is procured 
among other things by mortifying the body, the flesh is satisfied ; the fleshly 
sinful lust of these men gets fully satisfying nourishment conveyed to it, 
when they see that their doctrines and commandments pass for wise. 
What lust of the flesh it is which Paul has in view, is placed beyond doubt 
by the case itself and also by ver. 18, namely, that of religious conceit and 
pride, which through the Aédyov cogiac éxew feels itself flattered and gratified 
in the fancy of peculiar perfection. This interpretation, which we have 
given of obk év tiut tet, rpd¢ TAHoLov}v THe capKéc, is held in substance, fol- 
lowing Hilary (“sagina carnalis sensus traditio humana est”’), by Bengel, 
Storr, Flatt, Bhmer, Steiger, Biihr, Huther, Dalmer, Bleek, and others. 
Most, however, refer év riz tac to the honor to be shown to the body (or 
the odpé, see Luther), and xpd¢ Ayan. tr. caps. to bodily satisfaction, so that 
the sense results: not in some esteeming of the body to the satisfying of bodily 
wants ;* “sentit apost., sapientiam illam aut praecepta talia esse, per quae 
corpori debitus honor, pertinens ad expletionem, #. e. justam refectionem 
carnis, subtrahatur,” Estius. It is fatal to this view :—(1) that é rij rin, 
as is shown by the repetition of év, is the contrast not merely to év ddewdia 
cdpuaroc, but to the entire connected év édeAoVpyoxeia . . . chuaroc, and hence 
the reference to the honor to be shown to the body does not seem justified 


10n aecdia, comp. Plat. Defin.p. 412 D; Plut. 
Mor. p. 762 D; further, apedetv Biov, Thue. ii. 
43.3; Wuxijs, Soph. El. 968: cwudrwv, Lys. ii. 
25, Diod. Sic. xiii. 60. 

2“ God will have the body honored, i. e. it is 
to have its food, clothing, etc., for its neces- 
sities, and not to be destroyed with intolerable 


fasting, labor, or impossible chastity, as the 
doctrine of men would do,” Luther's gloss. 
8So, in substance, Chrysostom, Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theo- 
phylact, Pelagius, Erasmus, Luther, Melanch- 
thon, Calvin, Musculus, Clarius, Zeger, Eras- 
mus Schmid, Zanchius, Vatablus, Calovius, 
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by the context ;! (2) further, that for the designation of the mere satisfac- 
tion at this particular place, where Paul could only have had a zpévocav THC 
capxéc in view, as in Rom. xiii. 14, the term xAyonoviy would be very inap- 
propriate, especially in contradistinction to the mortifications of the false 
teachers, since it denotes jilling up, satisfying fully, even in Ex. xvi. 3 (see 
generally the passages from the LXX. and Apocrypha quoted by Schleus- 
ner, Thes. IV. p. 375 f.) ;? (8) finally, that the interchange of céuaror and 
capxéc, in the event of the latter not being meant in an ethical character, 
would seem to be without a motive, while, according to our view, capxéc 
stands in as ingenious correlation with cdzaroc, as tAyopyov4y with agedia. 
These arguments apply also in opposition to Ewald’s view; “what seems 
_ very wise, but is in no value whatever, is rather quite useless for the satisfac- 
tion of the flesh, which yet also demands its rights, if man would not 
wantonly disorganize his earthly life or even destroy it” (2 Cor. x. 8). 
Hofmann finally takes r/ycyov? +. capkée rightly, but explains od« év rip 
tev in such a way as to make rax masculine, and to attach it as appropriat- 
ing dative to zyuj: “not so that honor accrues to any one.” This is to be 
rejected, because Paul, instead of simply and clearly writing tug revoc, 
would only have expressed himself in a way singularly liable to be mis- 
understood by ti, which every reader was led to join as a feminine with 
tizm (“in honore aliquo,” Vulgate). Nor is it to be easily seen what sub- 
jects, beyond the teacher of the false wisdom himself, we should have to 
conceive to ourselves under rvvi taken as masculine. 


Nores py AMERICAN EDITOR. 
XXXI. Vv. 1-5. 


(a) yép of ver. 1 evidently connects this verse with ii. 29, because of the words | 
ayova and aywvitéuevoc. The “conflict,” however, is to the end (ei¢ 6 i. 29) of 
presenting every man perfect in Christ. We may believe, therefore, that in ver. 
1 the Apostle confirms and unfolds the idea of dywv{éuevoc as bearing upon all, by 
calling attention to the great ayév which he has even for those whom he had never 
seen. The connection of the thought, accordingly, as well as the indications of the 
verse itself which are pointed out by Meyer, proves that Paul had no personal 
acquaintance with the Colossians—that is, that the Colossians and Laodiceans were 
of the same class of persons with the 6co.—(b) That ayova and ayowl. refer promi- 
nently to inward struggle—anxiety, prayer, ete——is rendered probable both by the 
Apostle’s condition at the time and by the words used in iv. 12. But the connec- 
tion of thought with the beginning of the paragraph in which these verses should 
be included (i. 24-ii.7), suggests a reference, also, to roig radjuaotv brép Sov... 
avravarAnp K.t-A. of i. 24.—(c) Meyer apparently regards év ayary as suggesting 


Cornelius s, Lapide, Wolf, Michaelis, Nésselt, regard to mpbs mAnop. 7 capk. follows our 

Rosenmiiller, and others, including de Wette _—view. = 

and Baumgarten-Crusius. 2Comp. Plat. Legg. viii. p. 837: Xen. Mem. 
1This applies also in opposition to Olshau- iii. 11. 14, rep. Lac. 2. 5, Cyrop. iv. 2. 40, Ages. 

sen, who in the case of év rou ru follows the 5.1; Lucian. Wigr. 33, Ep. Saturn. 28; Polyb. 


explanation of respect for the body, but with ii, 19. 4. 
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that union of love which is connected with the removal of heretical division. 
That there is a reference in the following words to the mystery of God as contrasted 
with the ideas of the heretics, can hardly be doubted, but whether this is intended 
in aydry is more questionable. There seems to be no objection to the under- 
standing of this word in its ordinary more general sense. (Comp. iii. 14). 

(d) The textual reading at the end of ver. 2 which adopted by most of the recent 
critics and commentators is Tov Yeo Xprorov. So Tisch., Treg., W. & H., Lachm., 
R. V., Mey., Blk., Huther, Hofm., Lightf. Ell., and others. That the various 
other readings which are found are derived from this one, or from the simple Tov 
Seov (which Alf, favors), is evident to any one who will observe how easily and 
naturally they grow from the shorter into the longer forms. W. & H.claim that 
the latter of these two readings, as well as the others, is unquestionably derived 
from the former. It must be admitted that the omission of Xpiorovd by copyists is 
somewhat more easily accounted for, than its insertion. But whether the omis- 
sion can be affirmed as, beyond question, the origin of the reading tod Yeod may be 
doubted. Dr. Hort suggests that tod év Xpior® may not improbzbly have been the 
original text, and Dr. Westcott, who apparently does not agree with him in this 
view, joins him in excepting the reading tov veov év Xpcor@ from those which are 
clearly derived from tov Yeo Xpicrod. This derivation would seem, however, to 
be a very natural one—some copyist attempting to explain the difficulty of the 
genitive Xp, by év Xp. Dr. Hort’s view hardly accounts satisfactorily for the 
appearance of Qcov in the several texts, for, if the original reading had been tov 
pvotnplov tov év XpioT@, this expression which is simple and Pauline would not 
have been likely to suggest a change, and especially a change to so difficult a 
reading as Tov Qcov Xpiorov, Dr. Scrivener, in his Introd. to the Criticism 
of the N. T., 8d Ed., p. 635 f. says, “We may unhesitatingly reject the short- 
est form tod Ocod ... We would gladly adopt rot Ood Xpiorov, so powerfully 
do internal considerations plead in its favor, were it but a little better sup- 
ported: the important doctrine which it declares, Scriptural and Catholic as that 
is, will naturally make us only the more cautious in receiving it unreservedly. 
Yet the more we think over this reading, the more it grows upon us, as the source 
from which all the rest are derived. At present, perhaps, Tov Se08 Tatpo¢ Tov 
Xpiorod may be looked upon as the most strongly attested, but in the presence of 
so many opposing probabilities, a very small weight might suffice to turn the 
critical scale.” This is the reading of S*AC 4, Sahid. Vulg. am. fu. (8* omitting 
tov before Xp.), but it is so difficult to suppose that tatpé¢ should have been omit- 
ted if this were the first text, and’so easy to account for its insertion if the original 
text were tod Yeoi Xpiorod, that we must agree with W. & H., who would place 
this reading among those which are undoubtedly derived from tod Yeod Xpicroo. 
On the whole, r. ¥. Xp. is to be regarded as the true text, though not sustained by 
as many authorities as might be desired (B. Hilar.), and involving considerable 
difficulties. 

(e) If the reading rod Peov Xpiorod is adopted, whats is the construction of the 
word Xpiorov? This question has received three answers, which are mentioned 
by Meyer and which seem to exhaust the probabilities of the case. These are (1) 
that which makes Xp. appositional with Weov; (2) that which makes it apposi- 
tional with xvorypiov ; (3) that which makes it depend on e0v,—the God of Christ. 
Huther mentions (4) that which makes it depend on vorypiov, in which case 
the meaning apparently is, God’s mystery belonging to Christ, or the divine mystery 
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of Christ. This fourth explanation is so improbable, however, that it may be set 
aside, the form of expression being a strange and unnatural one to set forth the 
idea. Of the other three, Meyer adopts the third. That this construction is 
allowable must be admitted. That it is in harmony, as to the idea involved, with 
the expression the God of our Lord Jesus Christ in Eph. i. 17, must also be 
granted. It is to be observed, however, that there is no occasion here for speak- 
ing of the God of Christ, whereas, on the other hand, the object which the 
Apostle has in view in the preceding and following context is to represent Christ, 
in His relation to God, as the exact image of God and as having in Himself the full- 
“ness of Deity, and, in His relation to Divine truth, as containing in Himself the 
completeness of the “vorjpov, Everything in the context, therefore, would sug- 
gest to the intelligent reader the connection of —Xpcorod in the way of apposition 
either with Yeov or xvornpiov; and the Apostle might well suppose, under the 
circumstances, that the reader would not be misled by reason of the possibility, 
' or—as viewed with respect to many sentences-the naturalness, of making it 
' dependent on ¥eoi. The probabilities of the case, accordingly, are strongly 
against Meyer’s view. The decision of a question of this sort is peculiarly de- 
pendent on the character of the thought which an author is developing in the 
passage under consideration. 

Assuming, then, that the gen. Xp. is a genitive of apposition, the first and 
second explanations already mentioned present themselves. As between them, 
preference must be given, we think, to the second, for the following reasons: (1) 
because the purpose of the Apostle in setting forth the Divine in Christ, in this 
Epistle, seems to be to present Him as the one who reveals God, as the image of 
the invisible one, as the one by whom God works in creation and redemption, as 
haying embodied, as it were, in Himself the treasures of Divine wisdom, as pos- 
sessing, indeed, the fullness of Deity, which dwells in Him bodily ; but not to pre- 
sent Him as 6 Seé¢;—to set Him forth, that is, as having Deity indeed, yet in His 
distinction from God the Father. To understand the words of this second verse 
as meaning the God Christ seems out of harmony with the particular purpose of 
the writer. This purpose was determined, undoubtedly, by the position and 
views of the heretical teachers, who thought of a large number of emanations or 
angels as the means by which the hidden God comes into contact with the world. 
Paul, on the contrary, proclaims the one Divine Son of God’s love as the creator 
and redeemer, the revealer of God and His truth. To call Him the God Christ was 
outside of his line of thought, and might even appear to interfere with its best and 
most direct progress; (2) because this expression, the God Christ, is not found else- 
where in the Epistles of this period of Paul’s life, or, indeed, in any of his Epistles. 
The word ¥eéc is applied to Christ, probably, in Rom. ix. 5; possibly or probably, 
in Tit. ii. 13; according to some interpreters, in 2 Thess. i, 12; Eph. v. 5; 
according to what is not improbably the correct reading, in Acts xx. 28; accord- 
ing to some authorities, in 1 Tim. iii. 16; but we do not discover such a phrase as 
this—the God Christ, rov Yeov Xpicrov—in use by Paul; (3) because the passage in 
the preceding context which apparently draws nearest in thought to the present 
verse—namely i. 27—sets before us God as willing to make known the mystery 
which is Christ. In view of the fact that the words now under consideration fol- 

\ ow so soon after this sentence whose meaning cannot be mistaken, as well as of 
the fact that the prominent words in the two verses are the same, and that the pos- 
sibilities of construction allow of the same interpretation in the latter as in the 
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former, it must be regarded as quite improbable that the writer gives expression 
here to a different and new idea. The explanation of the genitive Xp. as in appo- 
sition with pvornpiov, the mystery of God, even Christ, is favored by R. V., Lightf., 
EL, Davies, W. & H. appy., Davidson tr. appy., and others. aA ‘ 

(f) "Ev @ is referred by Meyer to puornpiov. If his view of tov Geo Xprorow 
is adopted, this reference may probably be regarded as correct. But if Xpuorov is 
to be taken as appositional with jvorypiov, @ in all probability has Xp. as its 
antecedent. Christ is the mystery, and in Him all the treasures are hidden —(g) 
Meyer regards aéxpypor as an attributive adjective to @joavpoi, being placed at 


the end simply for emphasis. It is evidently possible to explain it in this way, 


but the adjective may be, alsoya secondary predicate, as Lightf. and several others 
take it—(h) Tovro of ver. 4 is to be referred to vy. 1-3 (as Meyer says); ia 
denotes the end in view with which those verses were written ; and the following 
words may be regarded as having reference to the deceiving and misleading per- 
suasive discourse of the Colossian errorists. These errorists were drawing the 
members of the church away from faith in Christ to the idea of a Jewish Alex- 
andrian or Oriental philosophizing--worship of angels, mysteries, etc., which 
denied the true idea of Christ and the true view of the Divine mystery.— 
(i) Vv. 6, 7, press upon the readers, in view of the fact that in Christ are the 
treasures of wisdom and knowledge, and of the danger of their being led astray 
by harmful persuasions, the exhortation to continue steadily and firmly in that 
knowledge and apprehension of Christ which had been given them at the begin- 
ning.—(j) Tov Kipiov has, apparently, a certain emphasis (whether correctly ex- 
plained by Meyer or not) indicative of Christ’s exaltation. 


XXXII. Vy. 8-10. 


(a) It may be regarded as somewhat doubtful whether a new paragraph should 
begin at ver. 8 or ver. 6. R. V. makes a paragraph begin with each of these 
verses, W. & H. with ver. 6 (though they also make a half-paragraph at ver. 8), 
Treg. with ver. 6, Tisch. 8th ed. has no paragraph at either verse, Lightf. makes 
one at ver. 8. The view of Lightf. is, on the whole, to be preferred. Vy. 6, 7, 
are best explained as an exhortation drawn immediately from the suggestions of 
the preceding verses and forming an appropriate conclusion for them. Vy. 8 ff, 
on the other hand, turn more directly and emphatically to warnings against the 
false teachers, their influence and teachings, and ‘at the opening of the 8th ver. 
the second part of the Epistle begins. 

(b) The very strong word ovaaywoyav carrying off as prey, which is used in the 
N. T, only in this place, indicates the spirit and effectiveness of the errorists, and 
the completeness of the separation from the Gospel which would result for the 
Colossians, if their efforts should not be resisted. It is a stronger expression, if 
possible, even than those which we find describing the work of the Judaizing 
teachers in Galatia—(c) The two phrases, after the tradition of men, after the 
rudiments of the world, oceur again, though not precisely in the same form or 
connection, in vy. 20, 22. The expression 74 ororyeia tod xéouov occurs, also, 
in Gal. iv. 3. In that passage, as may be inferred from the indications of the 
chapter, it has reference both to the Gentile and Jewish religious systems—the 
latter, so far as it had been ceremonialized and turned into a mere human system 
by the Pharisees or others of the time. Out of the former of those systems the 


NOTES. . 330 


Galatian converts had mainly come into Christianity ; into the latter they were 
in danger of falling away. But they were going back into the orowxeia, as they 
had come out of them, Gal. iv. 9. In this Epistle, the two elements of Gentil- 
ism and Judaism seem to be joined in one, making up the system opposed to the 
Christian truth, a Judaico-Gnostic theosophy and asceticism. But the later and 
compounded system was kara Ta ororyeia Tov xéowov as truly, and for the same 
reason, as either of the earlier and simpler systems. In all the places where the 
words occur, ororyeia apparently refers to the rudimentary character of the sys- 
tems alluded to, as contrasted with the higher and more complete doctrine re- 
vealed through Christ, and xécuov refers to the world (i. e. mankind) apart from 
God. This meaning of kéovov seems more probable than that which connects it 
with external or sensuous things.—(d) érc of ver. 9 is immediately connected 
with ov xara Xpiorév, but, at the same time, it introduces that which is the 
ground of the warning against the deceitful philosophy. 

(e) Whether we take ~Ajpwua as signifying that by which the person or thing 
expressed by the following genitive is made full, (which is the only signification’ 
derived from 7/7pée in the sense of fo jill, that will satisfy the demands of 
every passage where the word occurs in the N. T.), or that which is completed, and 
thus equivalent to the plenitude (from 7Aypéw as meaning to complete), the 
declaration of this verse is, that the Divine essence in its fullness is in Christ. 
This is proved by every indication and element of the passage—by this word 
TAijpwua as connected with Gedryrog; by Gedryc, the full significance of which, 
as distinguished from @exér7¢ (as in Rom. i. 20), cannot be set aside; by the fact 
that, in the following verse, He is said to be the head of every ipuiacepalley and 
power, i.e. exalted above the highest angels; by the apparent contrasting of 
Christ, as having in Himself the 7/7poya, with the angelic mediators as con- 
ceived of by the heretics. This indwelling in Him of the rAfpwya tie Oedryrog 
is the very truth from which the false philosophy, (comp. the yvéoc¢ falsely so 
called, 1 Tim. vi. 20) was endeavoring to draw the Colossians away. To Paul's 
mind it was a vital and central truth of that system in which, as they had 
received Christ, he would have the readers continue firmly established ; and be- 
cause it was so vital and central, every opposing system was kata oTo.yeia Tov 
xéoov—a mere rudimentary, imperfect, even deceitful, philosophy of the unspir- 
itual world.—(f) «arovkei is a continuous present, like éoriv of i. 15,18. Though 
spoken from the standpoint of the present, it extends in its meaning over the 
past, and as Lightf. says xatouxei . . . OedrnT0¢ answers to John i. 1, and owpa- 
tucac to Johni, 14, The approximation of the Pauline thought, in this Epistle, 
to that of John, in the Prologue of the Gospel, can scarcely fail to be observed by 
the careful student. 

(g) R. V. and many commentators agree with Meyer in making éoré of ver. 
10 depend on 67, and there can be little doubt that this is the correct view. 
Meyer’s view with respect to texAypupuévor is also correct. This participle is 
suggested by and closely connected with *Ajpoua of ver. 9, but it does not re- 
quire the supply of a genitive from edryroc, nor does the connection between 
the two words show that 7Afpoua rij¢ TedryTro¢ must be understood in such a 
sense as to be equally applicable to Christians and Christ. The word 8eér7¢ is, 
on the other hand, exclusive of any supposition of this sort. Indeed, we may 
believe that the Apostle has here a similar twofold thought to that which we find 
in the first chapter,—Christ being first presented in relation to what Ile has or is 
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in Himself (also what He does in creation,ch. i.),and then in His relation to His 
followers and the Church.—(h) The emphasis on év av7@ of ver. 10, and its 
correspondence or parallelism with é» aiv@ of ver. 9 must be noticed (comp. 
avréc i, 17, 18). - As in Him dwells the 7A%p. Yedr., (and because it dwells in 
Him), the Church is in Him made full. It is made full out of His fullness, but does 
not, in being made full, exhaust it. It receives only that which it can receive— 
not the Divine essence, but that grace and likeness to Himself which He is able 
to impart to those who are united with Him. 

(i) As opposed to the errorists and their views of angels, therefore, the Apostle 
in every way brings out the exaltation of Christ and His all-sufficiency. In Him 
and Him alone is contained and revealed the whole mystery of God, His great 
plan of redemption; through Him is the work of reconciliation to be carried to 
‘its final result, so that all on earth and in heayen are to reach in Him their per- 
fected state; He is the possessor and bestower of the divine gifts and grace in 
their completeness; He is the head of the Church and the one pre-eminent in all 
things; He is the creator of all things, even of the highest angelic powers; He 
is before all things and the head of every authority and dominion; He has 
abiding in Him the fullness of what God gives forth from Himself and is in Him- 
self; He is the image of God, the exact expression and complete revelation of 
God. As it was such an One that they had received as Lord, the readers were 
exhorted, with all emphasis to be established, rooted, built up in Him, and to take 
earnest heed that no one should, through a deceitful philosophy, deprive them of 
His fullness, by the outgoing of which they might hope to be made full. The 
bearing of what is declared concerning Christ in these passages, in this Epistle,— 
and of the near approach of the statements made in them to what is found in the 
Gospel of John,—on the question of the application of the word Sede to Christ 
in Rom, ix. 5, may well be considered. 


XXXII. Vv. 11-15. 


(a) In the words of ver. 11, following after réon¢ apyij¢ Kat éFovaiac of ver. 10, 
and in ra¢ apya¢x.t.A. of ver. 15, may be found an allusion to the Jewish element, 
combined with the Oriental or Gnostic, in the heresy, as we find the two also 
united in yy. 16-19, and again in yy. 20-23. This close combination proves that 
the writer was contending, not against two separate and distinct errors, but against 
one compounded doctrine. The Jewish element, however, had not only taken 
into union with itself what came from a philosophy beyond its own limits; it had 
developed within itself, also, into something more than it had been in its 
earlier stages. Nevertheless this element preserved its own striking peculiarities, 
and thus we have, here as in earlier Epistles, e.g. in Gal. and Rom., circumcision, 
the observance of days, the bondage to rules and ordinances. 

(0) The correspondence of the underlying thought in vy. 11, 12 with that in 
Rom. vi. 2-6, in some of the minor points, is worthy of notice, though the main 
thought in the two cases is quite different. Thus the putting off of the body of 
the flesh (rod odparo¢ rij¢ capxéc), which belongs to the true circumcision, leads to 
the figure of burial with Christ in baptism and a resurrection to new life, as, in 
Rom. vi., the same figure is found in connection with a doing away or destroying 
of the body of sin (rd cua tie duaptiac), The two expressions, body of the flesh 
and of sin, are nearly, but not precisely, equivalent to each other. In the latter, 
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the body is conceived of as belonging to a master—so far forth as sin rules over 
it, it is destroyed ; in the former, capxde denotes the evil principle, carnality, and 
this has its dwelling in the body, or the body is conceived of so far forth as it is 
fleshly. The figure of burial and resurrection, on the other hand, is precisely 
the same in both passages. The reference of cvvragévrec to baptism by immersion 
is not necessary here, as it is not in Rom. vi. 4. At the same time, there is 
evidently less to suggest such a figure in the other words of this passage, than in 
the surrounding verses in Rom., in which the author, apparently, is endeavoring 
to set forth the idea of death by a variety of expressions. This verse, accordingly, 
may be regarded as strengthening, in some degree, the probability of such a 
reference.—(c) Meyer regards cvvyyép$yte as referring to the awaking to eternal 
lige—a resurrection which is, “ prior tothe Parousia an ideal possession, but through 
the Parousia becomes real.” It seems better, however, to understand it in an 
ethical sense, as most others do, because of the connection with baptism, and 
because of the clear use of cvveragyre in a figurative sense, and the correspondence 
in expression with Rom. yi. 4. In connection with this view of ovvyyép@., Meyer 
holds that év © «ai of ver. 12 refers to Christ. His reasons, however, seem 
insufficient, for, although there is another év © xai, in ver. 11, which evidently 
refers to Christ, it is not inconsistent with Paul’s style to use a similar form in a 


‘new clause with another reference; and although we might have é ov to designate 


rising out of the baptismal water, this was not necessary in the present case, since 
the whole experience, (being buried and rising), is in the sphere of baptism. The 
fact that burial and resurrection are parts of one change points strongly to making 
Baxriopare the antecedent of #—(d) After the same manner, Meyer’s view that 
cuvelworoincey and vexpot¢ of ver. 13 have reference to eternal life and eternal 
death is to be rejected, and that which explains them of spiritual life and death is 
to be preferred. The corresponding passage in Eph. ii. 1 ff may be compared. 
That passage, in all its earlier part, seems to have the spiritual sense; but, in 
ovvexadicey év Tog éxovpaviotc, it carries the thought, also, forward to the future. 
This phrase is wanting in the present passage, and the only suggestion of the 
future, if there be any, is in the fact that the spiritual life and death naturally 
reach on into the future. 

(e) xapiodpyevoc denotes the forgiveness which accompanies, and in thought 
precedes, the establishment of the new spiritual life in the soul; é&adenpac is. 
really antecedent to yap., having been accomplished by the sacrifice of Christ, but 
in its application to juiv is contemporaneous with it. 70 yerpdypagov roi¢ déypao™ 
is an expression which is founded upon the thought of the Mosaic Law and 
suggested by it. This can scarcely be doubtful, in view of Eph. ii. 15. At the 
same time, the writer is speaking here largely of Gentiles (juac) and the déyyara 
are not conceived of, as in Eph., as separating the Jews from them. There is, 
therefore, in the present passage, a probable reference to the Jewish element in 
the compound heresy which had invaded this Gentile Church. jpkev and 
mpoondacac are added to éfaAeiac as emphasizing the entire doing away with the 
law, after the manner of Paul in opposing the Judaistic errors, yet with more of 
repetition and earnestness than in most other places, because of the greater 
seriousness or larger development of the error. 

(f) arexdvoduevoc—with respect to this word, the following points may be 
noticed: (1) The word does not occur in Greek writers before Paul, and the deter- 
mination of its meaning from é7od6w and éxdbw is doubtful. (2) The verb, in itself, 
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naturally means to put off from oneself, as clothing, ete. (3) This is the meaning 
of the participle in iii, 9, and of the kindred active noun (a7éxdvovc) in ver. 11. 
These are the only places, except the present verse, in which the noun or verb 
occurs in the N. T. (4) On the other hand, the representation, which this mean- 
ing would require, of Jesus stripping off from Himself the powers of evil, as if 
they had surrounded Him like a garment, involves a figure which is not found 
elsewhere in the N. T., and which appears scarcely to be in the line of the thought 
in this context. The figure in UpayuPetcoag is that of triumphing over an enemy 
or of leading a conquered enemy in triumph; édecyuaricev is also adapted to the 
idea of such a triumph. The combination of so different a figure as that of putting 
off a garment with this of triumphing as a conqueror, seems antecedently impro- 
bable. (5) If, however, amex, can have the sense of spoliare, spoiled of their armor, at 
will suit the connection with the other figurative words in a most satisfactory man- 
ner, Grimm, Rob., L. & S., A. V., and very many comm. agree with Meyer in 

' giving this latter meaning to the participle. R. V., EIL, Lightf., Farrar (Life of 
St. P.) and some others hold the former view. Alf. gives this meaning to the par- 
ticiple, but refers the dpyaz, etc., to the angelic powers as connected with the ideas 
of the Colossian heretics. A. R. V-. reads despoiled in the text, and put of from 
himself in the margin. 


XXXIV. 16-19. 


(a) At the 16th verse, the Apostle turns to a more particular application of the 
exhortation, which had been already set forth in a general form. We have here 
again, as was natural because of the relation of the verses which now follow to 
those which precede, a reference to each of the two elements in the heresy; vv. 
16, 17 and vv. 18, 19.—(4) In connection with the Jewish element, the two points 
are mentioned, to which allusion is made in earlier epistles:—the subject of 
meats and the observance of days; and the same position is taken’ with respect to 
both which Paul everywhere assumes. The Colossian Christian, like the Roman 
and Corinthian, was not to be subject to the condemnation of others in these 
matters—he was not to let any one sit in judgment upon him (xpwérw). That Paul 
does not here present the obligation of love resting upon the “strong party” in 
relation to the weak, and also does not treat the subject on all sides as far as he 
does in Rom and 1 Cor.,, is, probably, owing to the character of the heresy and the 
dangers arising from its presence in the Church. As to the general subject, 
some suggestions are offered in the Amer. Ed. of Meyer's Comm. on Romans pp. 
523-530.—(c) The reason given in ver. 17 for the injunction of ver. 16 is different 
from the reasons which are hinted at in the earlier epistles, and the form of 
expression is related to what we find in Heb, x.1. The general thought, however, 
that the ordinances of this sort in the law of Moses pass away with the coming of 
the Christian dispensation, is abundantly set forth in the N. T. The use of these 
words in this verse may be accounted for as showing the exaltation of Christ above 
the Mosaic system, just as on the other hand, in connection with the worshiping 
of angels, His exaltation above all principalities and powers is declared. 

(d) The verb xarafpafebew conveys the idea of an unfair judgment against a 
person by a judge in the games, which deprives him of the prize that properly 
belongs to him. It cannot here have its strict and full sense, because the false 
teachers, indicated by y7delc, were not the awarding judges. With this exception, 
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however, it would seem that we ought to give the word its legitimate signification, 
It will, therefore, suggest the notion of hostility (as Meyer says), and of a certain 


unfairness or selfishness. The character of these false teachers was, accordingly 
, 


similar, in this regard, to that of those who appeared in the Galatian churches. The 
meaning of the verb, as thus given, favors the explanation of 0éAov which Meyer 
adopts. The use of é¥eAo%pyoxeia in ver. 23 on the other hand,—where the 
order of the words worship and humility is transposed, and where the force of the £00 
may, not improbably, have been intended by the writer to pass over, also, to 
Tarewvogpoctv7,—may be regarded as pointing towards a somewhat more immediate 
connection of this participle with év raze, xai Ypyox,—the movement of his will 
(desire), as well as of the action xara{p., being in the sphere of humility, etc. This 
connection seems, also, to be favored by the following participles, which are 
further explanatory. 

(e) The textual reading which omits the negative before éépaxev is adopted 
by Tisch., 8th ed. Treg, W.& H., Alf., and undoubtedly has the weight of 
evidence in its support. The insertion of “7 by a copyist is much more easily 
accounted for than its omission. If omitted, the explanation of the words given 
by Meyer is the best one. The antecedent probability that Paul would have 
spoken of intruding into things not seen, rather than dwelling upon things seen, 
which has been affirmed by many, may be questioned. All religious thought 
moves in the sphere of ihe unseen, but errors like the one at Colossae are readily 
connected with visions and, as Meyer says, “the mystico-theosophic occupation of 
the mind with God and the angels.” The use of the simple éépaxev in such a 
sentence as descriptive of mental visions presents, howeyer, a certain difficulty or 
improbability, which must be allowed. The word gvovotyevoc, with its clause which 
follows, would adapt itself easily to either text in this clause—(f) The connection 
of eixj with ¢votobyevoc is to be preferred, as compared with making it qualify 
the preceding clause. It sets forth the groundlessness and vanity of the 
intellectual pride of the false teachers. The vovc of these teachers was not 
illuminated by and under the guidance of the divine vevya, but under the rule 
of the odp£, the evil principle. It was the odp§ which led them not to hold fast 
the Head, but to move only in the sphere of the unenlightened vovc, and, moving 
thus, they became puffed up with self-conceit and pride as they gave themselves 
up to speculations and visions—thinking of and dwelling in what they believed 
themselves to have seen by means of the vovc. 

(g) The correspondence of the phraseology in ver. 19 with that of Eph. iv. 16 
is very noticeable. At the same time, there are differences to be observed. From 
the correspondence we may infer, (1) that the relative in é ov is to be taken as 
masculine (xeoa%4 having a certain element of personification in its use) ; (2) 
that dgov belongs more particularly, in the thought, with éryopry., (Eph. mdonc 
adie tie émeyopyyiac), but not so exclusively as to make it necessary to unite it 
in the grammatical construction with that participle alone. More probably there 
is here, as in Eph., a combining of the different elements into one compound 
phrase or statement. The differences, on the other hand, are seen (1) in the 
effect upon the general structure of the verses in each case, which is due to the 
difference in the connection and purpose of the passages in the two Epistles. In 
Eph., the Apostle is setting forth the object of the gifts and officers appointed by 
Christ for the Church, and is thus led to present, under this figure, the growth 
of the Church, in the persons of all its individual members, towards the perfec- 
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tion of Him who is its head. Here, on the contrary, he is speaking of the cause 
and characteristics of a certain erroneous doctrine. Those who teach it fail to 
hold fast the Head. The relation of dependence of the body on the Head for 
its true life, is thus, naturally, brought out with more emphasis and with an ex- 
clusion of every other thought—(2) In this way we easily explain the absence, 
in this place, of such words as kar’ évépyecav év petp@ évd¢ Exdorov pépovc— 
olxodonyv éavrov—and év ayary, which are found in Eph.—(3) There is, proba- 
bly, a reference in the word Head here (as there is not in Eph.), to Christ as 
head, as contrasted with the ideas respecting the angels which the false teachers 
had—not such a reference, indeed, as if this were the only occasion of the figure, 
but an incidental one. 


XXXY. Vv. 20-23. 


(a) The passage ii. 20—iii. 4 is correctly arranged by W. & H. in their text, as 
one paragraph made up of two half-paragraphs (ii. 20-23; iii. 1-4). The one- 
ness of the paragraph is shown by the contrast of the verbs areVdvere and 
ovvnyéodnte, which present, in the Pauiine figure found in the preceding verses 
and elsewhere, the two sides of the change from the unchristian to the Christian 
life. The division into half-paragraphs is indicated by the manifest relation of 
the earlier portion to what goes before, and of the later to what follows. The 
true account of this passage is, probably, this: that it is designed to be a sum- 
mary statement on both sides, forming a transition from the earlier chapters to 
the more distinctly practical part of the Epistle, which begins with iii. 5. The 
centering of the thought in the two verbs mentioned above, and the element of 
repetition in vy. 20-23, as compared with vy. 16-19, are thus explained. 

(6) The same kind of argument is used in ver. 20, which we find in Rom. vi. 
2 with regard to continuance in sin. How can we still live in a life to which we 
have died? There, it is sin, to which the Christian is conceived of as having com- 
pletely terminated his relations, by becoming a Christian; in Rom. vii. 6, it is 
the law. Here, on the other hand, it is the cro.yeia tod Kéopov ; but the same 
reasoning applies. The fact that the Colossian Christians had died, at their con- 
version, to all religious systems of the world apart from God, made it unsuitable 
that they should allow themselves to have any such system again imposed upon 
them. How is it that you are turning again to the weak and beggarly elements ? 
(Gal. iv. 9).—(c) The idea, which Meyer suggests, that Christ is also conceived 
of by the Apostle as dying to the orovyeia, since He “was born under the law,” 
seems improbable. Indeed, the law, as He lived under it, was scarcely of the 
oroxyeia; it is only of the Mosaic system as transformed by the Pharisees, ete., 
into a mere external system, that this term seems to be applied to it. That be- 
cause they are said to have died with Christ from,ete., He also must have died 
from, etc., does not necessarily follow. By dying with Him they became sepa- 
rated from these “rudiments of the world.” 

(d) doyuaritecde may be either passive or middle. The objection made by 
Meyer to the middle, that it involves a censure of the readers, is not conclusive, 
for the earnestness of the Apostle in urging the matter, with so much of repeti- 
tion even, may be indicative of an impulse on the part of some of the readers 
at least, to yield, and the form of the sentence may be only that of argument, 
without implying that they were actually yielding. Apart from this objection, 
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the middle sense is, apparently, more natural: why do you allow commands to 
be laid upon you, or, why do you subject yourselves to ordinances—the former, as 
presenting more prominently the action of the false teachers, is to be preferred.— 
(e) “The commandments and teachings of men” answer to the “rudiments of 
the world.” The crovyeia are religious systems devised by men, and what they teach 
and enjoin is the doctrine and commands of men. The words as here employed, 
however, refer only to one section of these commands, etc., namely, those relating 
to such matters as meats, and hence, of course, they are not co-extensive in mean- 
ing with crocyeia. 

(f) The & before é3%o8pyoxeia is better taken as in than by—denoting the 
sphere in which, rather than the means by which. The noun é¥eAo0pyox. is 
here placed before tazesogpoctvy, instead of following it as in ver.18. The 
force of the é¥e/0. may go over to the other noun, and thus define it. If this 
is not so, the position of the words is, in itself, indicative of the sort of humility 
of which the writer is speaking. The compounds with é%«Ao, which most nearly 
correspond with the one here used (é¥e/ogcAdcogoc, éFeAdcogoc, would-be philoso- 
pher, would-be wise), involve the idea of pretence or falseness. This idea, however, 
does not appear to be essential to the é%e20. element. In some’or even most of 
the compounds, the voluntary idea is all that is added to the meaning of the 
simple word (e. g. é¥eZodovAoc, eteAdxaxoc, é0eAbrovoc, voluntarily serving, will- 
fully bad, willing to work). The indications of the passage (Adyov cogiac, ov év 
Tih Twi) suggest the former idea as a possibility, but do not render it certain ; the 
latter idea is beyond question. The word points, thus, to that sort of religious 
service which is characterized by self-imposed rules and worship, and a self-im- 
posed and, therefore, ostentatious humility, and with reference to the body, by 
agewia. (g) The rendering of the last clause of verse 23 given in R. V.: “but 
are not of any value against the indulgence of the flesh” is favored by Lightf., 
Rid., Bib. Comm., Farrar, and is deserving of serious consideration, if, indeed, it 
should not be adopted. The apparently intended contrast of ob« év tuum to év 
édeA. «.7.2.; the greater probability that 777 means honor, rather than value ; 
and the probability that zpé¢ in such sentences has the sense of with a view to, 
as looking towards, the thing expressed by the following substantive as an end, 
and not with a view to removing or remedying that thing (Lightf.) or against 
(R. V.), are grounds of objection to it. 
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CHAPTER III. 


Ver. 4. Instead of iuév, which Griesb. approves, and Lachm. puts in the 
margin, but Tisch. 8 in the text, juov is read by Elz. Scholz, and Tisch. 7, in 
opposition to C D* E* F P Gy min. Arm. Slay. ed. Vulg. It. and many Fathers 
(not Origen). A is defective here. Considering this weighty evidence in favor 
of dua, and seeing that the following xai tuei¢ suggested the change of person to 
the copyists, as indeed the beginning of a lesson with ver. 4 could not but have 
favored the insertion of the general 7juov, we have stronger grounds for regarding 
vov as original than as a repetition from ver. 3—Ver. 5. tuav] is wanting, 
indeed, in B C* x* min. Clem. Or. (five times) Eus., but has all the vss. in its 
favor; hence the evidence against it is not sufficient to warrant its rejection, 
with Tisch. 8, as an inserted supplement.—o:’ 4] C* D* E F G Clar. Germ. read 
ov’ 6 or 66. Rightly; the Recepta, though strongly attested, is an alteration to 
correspond with the plurality of the preceding objects under comparison of Eph. 
vy. 6.—éni Tove viovg T. ameHeiac] is wanting in B D* (?) Sahid. Aeth. Clem. Cypr. 
Ambrosiast., bracketed by Lachm. and omitted by Tisch. The evidence against 
it is too weak to justify its rejection, especially in the face of the agreement of the 
‘passage otherwise with Eph. vy. 6, and of the incompleteness of the thought which 
would remain, in .case those words were omitted; Reiche properly defends 
them.—Ver. 7. Instead of tobroce Elz. and Scholz have airoic, in opposition to 
decisive Codd., although defended by Reiche—Ver. 11. Before éAe#0. Lachm. 
inserts kai; considerably attested, it is true (not by B C 3), but nevertheless an 
addition which crept in easily in consequence of the first two clauses of the verse; 
nearly all the same authorities (not A) have it also before ExiOyc—Ver. 12. 
Instead of olxripuov Elz. has oikripudv, in opposition to decisive testimony.—Ver. 
13. 6 Xpiord¢] Lachm., reads 6 xipzoc, following A B D* F G 2138, Vulg. It. Aug. 
(once) Pel. Rightly; the Recepta is an interpretation, instead of which 6 Oedé¢ (3) 
and Deus in Christo (Arm, Aug. once) are also found.—Ver. 14. 6¢] ABCF GP 
Vulg. It. Clem, Chrys. read 6, which is approved by Griesb. and adopted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. 6¢ (*) and the Recepta 7ri¢ (y**) are emendations.—Ver. 15. 
Instead of rov Xpiorov Elz, has tov Oeov, in opposition to decisive evidence, from 
Phil. iv. 7—Ver 16. The «ai before tur. and gdaic should in both eases be 
omitted (Scholz omits only the first), in accordance with preponderating evidence. 
Borrowed from Eph. v. 19.—év yép.] Lachm. and Tisch.: é» ra ydp., which, on 
the authority of B D* E* F G y** Clem. Chrys. Theodoret, is to be preferred. 
The article was passed over as superfluous—Following far preponderant testimony 
(also 3), we must read subsequently with Lachm. and Tisch. 8: év tai¢ Kapdiaug 
tm, TY Oe@, not: év Ty Kapdia iu. TH kvpip (Elz. Reiche), or: év rH xapdia by, +. 
Ge (Tisch. 7), Comp. Eph, v. 19.—Ver. 17. kvpiov ’Iyoov] Lachm.: "Inoov 
Xpiorov, which is to be adopted on the authority of A C D* F G min. vss. and 
Fathers; x has «vp. 'Ijoov Xp.—xai rarpi] kai is to be omitted, with Lachm. and 
Tisch., following A BC yx min. vss, and Fathers; from Eph. v. 20.—Ver. 18. 


CHAP. UI. 1. 343 


After roi Elz. reads idéoce, in opposition to decisive evidence ; from Eph. vy, 22.— 
Ver. 19. After yuvaikag Lachm. has tuo», which, with considerable evidence in its 
favor, is the more especially to be adopted, as in Eph. v. 25 éavrév is found. The 
omission easily occurred, because toi¢ avdpdowv previously was also without 
genitival definition—Ver. 20. Instead of év xvpiw Elz. has 76 xupiw, which is to 
be regarded on decisive evidence as an omission of the apparently superfluous 
év—Ver. 21. épetii{ere] Lachm. and Scholz, as also Griesb., recommend: 7ap- 
opyicere, following, it is true, A C D* E* F G K L x (rapopyitera) min, Vulg. It. 
Theodoret, ms. Theoph.; but it comes from Eph. vi. 4.—Ver. 22. Elz. and Tisch. 
haye og6aAuodovieiacc, which Reiche approves. But d¢@aAuodovdcia (recommended 
by Griesb, and adopted by Lachm. and Scholz) is the reading in AB DEFG 
min. Damasc. Theoph.; and Chrysostom also by kar’ d¢faApyodovietay testifies in 
favor of the singular. The singular‘is to be preferred as preponderantly attested, 
and because the final syllable AI (¢) might very easily bring about the conversion 
into the plural. If the singular had come in from Eph. vi. 6, Chrysostom’s 
reading, saz’ ogf., would be more frequent.—Instead of xipiov Elz. has Ocdv, 
contrary to decisive witnesses—Ver. 23. xai wav 6, ts é4v] The reading 6 édv, 
which Griesb. approves, and Lachm. Scholz and Tisch. have adopted, is decisively 
attested; the Recepta is from ver. 17—Ver. 24. tr ydép] yap has so decisive 
witnesses against it (also 33), that, with Lachm. and Tisch. (Griesb. also condemns 
it), it is to be deleted as a current connective addition—Ver. 25. 6 dé] 6 ydp is 
decisively attested (also by x); it is approved by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. 
and Tisch. The antithetical dé crept in from misunderstanding.—kowieira] The 
form xoicerac (Lachm.) is found in B D*** E K L »** min. Fathers. To these 
may be added F G, which have xouiferar. The Recepia must give way to the 
more strongly attested xouiceraz. Comp. on Eph. vi. 8. 


ConTENTS.—The generally hortatory second portion of the Epistle, 
preceded in ii. 6 merely by a special exhortation against the danger of 
heresy, does not begin with ii. 6 (Hofmann), but only now, and seeks to 
promote in the readers the essential moral direction of the Christian life (vv. 
1-4); after which they are encouraged to lay aside and abandon every- 
thing which is contrary to that direction (vv. 5-11), and to adopt and 
follow all that is good and edifying in a Christian sense (vv. 12-17). Then 
follow exhortations in reference to the various relations of the household 
(ver. 18-iv. 1). 

Ver. 1. f. [On Vv. 1-4, see Note XX XVI. pages 372, 373.] Ex] doesnot make 
the relation problematical any more than in ii. 20, but sets it forth as an 
undoubted fact (ii. 12), from which the subsequent duty results, i 
syllogistic form, as is frequently the case in Paul’s writings (see Fritzsche, 
ad Rom. I. p. 325), and also in the classics (Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 259 f.; 
Kiihner and Herbst, ad Xen. Mem.i.5.1). The being risen with Christ, 
namely, is not meant in the sense of the regenerate moral life (see on ii. 
12), but as the relation of real participation in the resurrection of Christ, 
which involves as its ethical correlate the obligation 1a dvw ¢yreiv. 
[XXXVI b,¢.] To be risen with Christ and not 7a dvw yreiv, would be a 
contradiction.—oiv] therefore, points back to ver. 20, and with logical 
propriety, since fellowship in the resurrection of Christ is the necessary 
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consequence! of fellowship in His death,—a fact which Paul had in view 
also in ver. 21, in writing d¢ C@vtec év xécup. The otv is not intended to 
be resumptive, namely, of what was said in ii. 12 (Hofmann); otherwise 
what comes after that verse down to the present one must have had the 
nature of a parenthesis, or a digression.—ra dvw] [XXXVI d.] the 
opposite to ra én? rie yac: that which is in heaven (comp. John viii. 23; 
Gal. iv. 26; Phil. iii. 14), by which is indicated the Messianic salvation 
which, with its future blessings (ii. 17), is preserved in heaven to be 
manifested and communicated at the Parousia (vv. 3, 4). Comp. Matt. vi. 
83, and the conceptions of the treasure in heaven (Matt. vi. 20), of the 
heavenly fpaeiov (ii. 18; Phil. iii. 14), toAirenwa (Phil. iii. 20), Jerusalem 
(Gal. iv. 26). It is substantially the same as défav x. tema Kk. agbapoiay Cyrew 
in Rom. ii. 7. As a philosophical analogy, comp. especially the dvw édé¢ 
in the beautiful close of Plato’s Republic, and the farewell of Socrates in 
the Phaedo. A liturgical coloring, which such expressions as 74 déve (also 
7a év roi¢ ovpavoic x.7.A. in i. 16, 20) are alleged to have (Holtzmann), is 
arbitrarily assumed as a criterion of a later age—oi 6 X. éorw «.7.A.] 
furnishing a motive encouraging them to perfect the fellowship. “ Par est 
enim illuc tendere studia curasque membrorum, ubi jam versatur caput,” 
Erasmus. The event of the bodily ascension (but not a definite form of 
the process) is here, as in every case where the exalted Christ is the sub- 
ject of discourse, presupposed. Comp. especially Phil. iii. 21; 1 Cor. xy. 
48. Notwithstanding the local oi, Hofmann thinks ‘that Paul has con- 
ceived the supramundane existence of Christ not at all locally. Comp., 
however, on Eph. i. 20 and Mark xvi. 19; and see the frequent and 
significant brov éy@ brdyw and drov eit éyé from the lips of Jesus in John. 
—Ver. 2. 74 dvw] repeated with emphasis, and then still further strengthened 
by the negative contrast. The ¢poveire is more comprehensive than yreire, 
expressing not only the striving (comp. Rom. ii 7), but the whole practical 
bent of thought and disposition (comp. Beck, bibl. Seelentl. p. 62), the moral 
meditari, Phil. ii. 5.—ra émt r. ypc] e.g. money and estate, honors, comforts, 
etc. Comp. Phil. iii, 19: of ra ériyesa gpovorvrec, also 1 John ii. 
15, e al. Neither the contrast nor the subsequent text warrants us in 
finding here a further reference to the requirements of the false teachers. 
So Theophylact: rd rept Bpoudrov x. juépwv; Calvin: “adhue persequitur 
suam disputationem de ceremoniis, quae similes tricis facit, quae nos humi 
repere cogant;”? comp. Beza, Michaelis, and others. The hortatory 
portion of the Epistle proceeds no longer at all in the form of statements 


1It is therefore with all the less reason that 
Hitzig, p. 23 ff, would have vy. 1,2 regarded 
as “a portion of the reviser’s work,” at the same 


from iv. 17. Combinations such as these are 
beyond the reach of criticism. According to 
Holtzmann, vv. 2,3 presuppose the destruc- 


time denying the integrity of the text in ii. 
22, 23, declaring ii. 19 to be an interpolation, 
and very arbitrarily remodelling ii. 17, 18. 
He thinks that the interpolation of iii. 1 f. 
betrays times subsequent to the destruction 
of Jerusalem, when earthly grounds of hope 
had vanished, but not extending beyond the 
period of Trajan,—which is assumed to result 


tion of all hopes connected with the con- 
tinuance of the theocracy, and directly 
allude to Heb. xii. 22; even the “sitting 
at the right hand” (as in Eph. i. 20) is 
withal, notwithstanding Rom. viii. 34, as- 
sailed. Of the entire chapter, Holtzmann 
only leaves vy. 3, 12, 13, 17 to stand as 
original, 
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opposed to the false teachers, but in that of general moral exhortations.— 
We have to observe, further, that the earthly is not of itself placed under 
the point of view of the sinful, which would be quite un-Pauline (Gor: 
vi. 12, x. 23), but is so as the contents. of the striving which is opposed to 
the ré Gvw gpoveiv. Comp. the idea in Matt. vi. 21. 

Ver. 8. [XXXVI e.] Assigning a reason for the requirement of ver. 
2.—For ye are dead; how then could your mind be directed towards” 
earthly things! and your life does not belong to the realm of the visible 
world, but it is hidden with Christ in God: how should you not then ra éve 
gpovew! It is a guide to a correct and certain interpretation of the pas- 
sage, that this statement of a reason must affirm the same thing as was 
already contained, only without specialdevelopment, in ei ovvyyép0. rt. X. 
of ver.1. This special exposition Paul now gives. Whosoever is risen, 
namely, has died and lives, and these are the two points to which ver. 3 
refers.—areflavere] namely, by your having entered into the fellowship of 
the death of Christ. This being dead has dissolved in the consciousness 
of the Christian the ties that hitherto bound him to earthly things. He 
Jinds himself still in the realm of the earthly, but he no longer Lives therein, 
ul. 21. Comp. Phil. iii. 20; Gal. li. 20—7 (oy ivov] must necessarily be 
the life, which has followed the being dead; consequently the eternal life, 
comp. ver. 4, which set in through the resurrection (of which Christians, 
in fact, have become partakers with Christ, ver. 1)—a life which the 
believer has, prior to the Parousia, as a possession that has not yet been 
manifested but is still in secret (oizw égavepdOy, 1 John iii. 2), a treasure in 
heaven, possessed in hope and still unrevealed, destined to appear in 
glorious manifestation only at the Parousia.—sbv r6 Xpiorg] For Christ 
Himself, apart from fellowship with whose life the C07 of His believers 
cannot haye its being and essence, is hidden till the Parousia; and only 
then sets in His davépwore (ver. 4), aroxd2upic (1 Cor. i. 7; 2 Thess. i. 7; 1 
Pet. i. 7, 13, iv. 13), éxipavera (1 Thess. ii. 8; 1 Tim. vi. 14), with which also 
the droxéiupig tev vidv 7. Ocov (Rom. villi. 19) will take place, ver. 4. 
Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 10 f.; 1 John iii. 2—év + Oe] in God, in so far, namely, 
as Christ, who, according to John (i. 18), is ei¢ rév KéArov row rarpéc, remains 
hidden in God till the Parousia, as civépovoc of God (ver. 1), living united 
with God in His glory hitherto unseen, in order thereafter to proceed 
from God and to manifest Himself with the full divine glory. But, as 
with Christ, so also with our Life, which is hidden oiv +6 Xpior@, and there- 
fore can only issue forth at His second coming from God, and be received 
by us in real glorious communication and manifestation through our 
ovvdokacbjvac (Rom. viii. 17, comp. v. 2, 10). If the coherence of the rela- , 
tion expressed by xéxpurra: was asserted by ody 76 X., 80 also is its inherence 
by év 76 Oe. The essential part of our explanation, viz. that 7 Com ju. 18 
eternal life, is held also by Chrysostom, Theodoret (éxe‘vov yap avaoravroc 
mévrec yépOnuev G22 obdéxw épouev Tov Tpaypdtov Ti éxBacwv), Oecumenius 
(rév yap adntlog Xpiotiavov Con éorww pévovoa, 4 pév Tor mapovoa eikéva 
pardov Oavarov % lume exer), Theophylact (Paul wished to show airoi¢ 
Kabypévovc ava Kal dAdgv Cavrac Curr, Ty év TO Of, THY pH garvopévnr), 
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Calvin, Beza, Erasmus, Schmid, Grotius, and others, including Baum- 
garten-Crusius. The accurate contextual connection of this view with 
what precedes, and with ver. 4 (see above), excludes the explanation 
adopted by many, of w# in the ethical, spiritual sense. So Erasmus, 
Vatablus, Calovius, Bengel, Flatt (“the inner, new, blissful life’ of true 
Christians”), Bihr, Béhmer, Steiger, Olshausen,’ and others, including 
Huther,? Bleek, and de Wette, who apprehends this life as being hidden 
in two respects: namely, as regards the disposition and striving, it is, 
because directed to the heavenly, internal and ideal, whereas the life of 
worldly men in the common sense is real or manifest ; as regards the 
imputation or recompense, it lacks outward happiness, but enjoys internal 
peace, and is therefore in this respect also hidden or ideal, whereas the 
worldly life, in unison with the outer world, leads to external peace or to 
happiness, and is so far, therefore, real or manifest also; the ody ro X. 
denotes not merely the spiritual fellowship, but is “at the same time to a 
certain extent” to be understood in a local sense (comp. ver. 1), and év 7@ 
@<@ denotes the sphere of the Christian life, or “its relation to the system 
of the universe, that it belongs to the invisible world, where God Himself 
lives.” Of all this there is nothing in the words, the historical sense of 
which neither requires nor bears such a spiritualistic idealization with 
more senses than one, but, on the contrary, excludes it as caprice. The # 
Soy tudv does not refer to the ethical life of Christians at all, neither alone 
nor along with eternal life (Cornelius a Lapide, Estius; comp. Bleek and 
Ewald). On the contrary, it is aptly said by Kaeuffer, de (aie aiwy. not. p. 
93: “vitam enim piam et honestam, quam homo Christianus in hac terra 
vivere possit ac debeat, P. dicere non poterat nunc cum Christo in Deo 
(in coelis puta, in quibus Christus nunc est) reconditam esse, atque olim 
in splendido Jesu reditu de coelo revelatum iri; haee non nisi vitae 
coelesti conveniunt.” Hofmann’s distinction is less clear and definite : the 
Cw is Meant as the blessing, in which Christians have an advantage over 
the world, by their having participated in the death and resurrection of 
Christ,—a life, which is indeed life in the full sense of the word, but which 
does not appear before the world as what it is, so long as Christ is hidden 
from the world and in God. Notwithstanding, Hofmann properly rejects 
the explanations referring it to the holy life of the Christian, and to the 
holy and blissful life together—Observe, further, the difference in the 
tenses, the aorist arefavere denoting the accomplished act of dying at con- 
version, by which they entered into the fellowship of the death of Christ ; 
and the perfect «éxp., the continuous subsisting relation in reference to the 
present up to the (near) Parousia. 


1“ The life of believers is said to be hidden, 
inasmuch as it is internal, and what is exter- 
nal does not harmonize with it;” and in év r¢ 
®e¢ God is conceived as the element, “into 
whose essence believers, like Christ Himself, 
are assumed and enwrapped.” 

2In whose view the Christian leads a life in 
God, and this is a hidden life, because the 


world knows nothing about it (comp. Eras- 
mus: “juxta judicium mundi”); in fact, to 
the Christian himself its full glory is not 
manifest (comp. Bengel); and by ovv 76 X. 
it is shown that the Christian leads such a 
life not of himself, but only in his fellowship 
with Christ. Dalmer gives an obscure and 
heterogeneous explanation, 
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Ver. 4. And what a blissful future is connected with the 4 Co tudv KeKp. 
7.4.1 This bright, favorable side of the previous thought is the continua- 
tion of the proof of ver. 2 begun in ver. 3, detaching them thoroughly 
from earthly pursuits and elevating them to the courage of victory; 
vividly introduced without connecting particle («a/): “repentina luce 
percellit,” Bengel, which Hofmann fails to perceive, when he objects to 
the absence of dé The relation is not antithetical at all—¢avepw7] shall 
have become manifest, have come forth from His present concealment, 
namely, by His Parousia. See on ver. 3.—} (0) iuov] your life. Christ 
Himself is thus designated (comp. 7 éAric in i. 27), because He is the per- 
sonal author, possessor, and bearer of the eternal life of His believers 
(comp. John xiv. 6, xi. 25), and this, according to the context, inasmuch as 
they have entered into the fellowship of His resurrection: they are alive! 
with Him (ovv +. X., ver. 3); His lite is their life. The definite object of 
this apposition, moreover, is argumentative, for the following rére «.7.A.— 
kat tpeic] as Christ, so also ye with Him. ‘The two’ subjects have the 
emphasis.—¢avepw6. tv dé6&y] Comp. ovrdétacbduev in Rom. viii.17. It 
means nothing else than the glory of the Messianic kingdom, in which 
believers (also glorified bodily, 1 Cor. xv. 43; 2 Cor. v. 1 ff; Phil. iii. 21) 
shall be manifested visibly. The offence which Holtzmann takes at the 
use of gavepotcfa (instead of azoxadstxrecbar, Rom. viii. 17 ff.) and fw, pre- 
supposes a too limited range for Paul’s manipulation of language. Our 
passage has nothing to do with 2 Cor. iv.10f. Nor does it even “almost 
look” (Holtzmann) as if the author were conceiving the readers as already 
dead at the Parousia. The davepwljva: év déEy takes place in the case of | 
those still alive through their being changed, as the reader was aware. 

Ver. 5.2 [On vv. 5-11, see Note XX XVLI. pages 373-375.] Ody] draws the 
inference from vy. 3, 4, in order now to lead to that which must be done 
with a view to the carrying out of the p7 ra éxi tr. ygc. [XXXVILa.] The 

- inference itself is: “Since, according to vv. 8, 4, ye are dead, but have 
your life hidden with Christ in God and are destined to be glorified with 
Christ, it would be in contradiction of all this, according to which ye 
belong no longer to the earth but to the heavenly state of life, to permit 
your earthly.members still to lie; no, ye are to put them to death, to make 
them die” (Rom. iv. 19; Heb. xi..12; Plut. Mor. p.. 954 D)!—vexpaocare] 
[XXXVII b.] prefixed with emphasis as the point of the inference; the 
term is selected in significant reference to amedvere and 4 Cu? buav, vv. 3, 

’ 4.—rda péAn iuov] means nothing else, and is not to be explained otherwise 

than: your members (hand, foot, eye, etc.). That these were not to be put 

to death in the physical sense, but in an ethical respect (comp. i. 11)— 

seeing, namely, that they, as the seat and organs of sinful lusts (Rom. vii. 

23), which they still are even in the case of the regenerate (Gal. v. 17, 24), 

are to lose their vigor of life and activity through the Christian moral will 


1Comp. Ignatius, ‘Eph. 8, where Christ is _ relation to Eph. iv. 1-5, 20, finds the stamp of 
designated rd aévaxpitov quay gqv, also Mag- originality, Holtazmann discovers the concen- 
nes. 1, Smyrn. 4. : trating labor of the interpolator, whose second 
2In the section vy. 5-17, in which Hénig, in (and better) effort is the passage in Colossians. 
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governed by the Holy Spirit, and in so far to experience ethical deadening 
(comp. Rom. vii. 5, 23, viii. 18, and the analogous representation by Jesus 
as to plucking out the eye, etc., Matt. v. 29f., xvill. 8 f.; comp. also X1x. - 
12)—was self-evident to the reader, as it was, moreover, placed beyond 
doubt by the following appositions wopveiav «.7.2,. Hence there was neither 
ground nor warrant in the context to assume already here (see ver. 9) the 
conception of the old man, whose desires are regarded as members (Beza, 
Flacius, Calvin, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Calovius, and others, includ- 
ing Bohmer, Olshausen, and Bleek), although the required putting to 
death presupposes that the old man is still partially alive. Nor is sin 
itself, according to its totality, to be thought of as body and its individual 
parts as members (Hilary, Grotius, Bengel, Bahr, and others) ;'—a concep- 
tion which does not obtain even in ii. 11 and Rom. vi. 6, and which is 
inadmissible here on account of iuaév. The view of Steiger, finally, is 
erroneous (comp. Baumgarten-Crusius), that the entire human existence is 
conceived as céua. We may add that the véxpwore of the members, etc., 1s 
not inconsistent with the death (are#davere, ver. 38) already accomplished 
through conversion to Christ, but is required by the latter as the necessary, 
ever new act of the corresponding morality, with which faith lives and 
works? And in view of the ideal character of this obligation the com- 
mand vexpécare «.7.4.—this requirement, which is ever repeating itself, of 
the ethical mortificatio—is never superfluous.—ra én? ric ypc] which are upon 
the earth, corresponds to the ra éxi tr. y. in ver. 2; in contrast, not to the 
glorified human nature of Christ (Hofmann, Schri/tbeweis, I. p. 560), but to 
the life hidden with Christ in God. In this antithetical addition is involved 
an element which justifies the requirement vexpdcare r. u. bu., not expressing 
the activity of the véan for what is sinful (de Wette, comp. Flatt and others, in 
connection with which Grotius would even supply ra ¢povotyra from ver. 
2), which the simple words do not affirm, but: that the é4, as existing 
upon earth, have nothing in common with the life which exists in heaven, 
that their life is of another kind and must not be spared to the prejudice 
of that heavenly C4! Comp. also Hofmann’s present view. The context 
does not even yield a contrast of heavenly members (Huther), i.e. of a life of 
activity for what is heavenly pervading the members, or of the members 
of the new man (Julius Miiller), since the Cw is not to be understood in the 
sense of the spiritual, ethical life—ropveiav «.7.4.] Since Paul would not 
have the members slain as such absolutely and unreservedly, but only as 
regards their ethical side, namely, the sinful nature which dwells and 
works in them (Rom. vii. 23), he now subjoins detailed instances of this 
sinful nature, and that with a bold but not readily misunderstood direct- 
ness of expression appositionally, so that they appear as the forms of immor- 
ality cleaving to the members, with respect to which the very members are 
to be put to death. In these forms of immorality, which constitute no 


1Comp. also Julius Miller, v. d. Siinde, I. p. and brightened statue, which, however, needs 
461, ed. 5, and Flatt. to be afterwards cleansed afresh from new 
*Chrysostom illustrates the relation by accretions of rust and dirt. 
comparing the converted person to a cleansed 
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~such heterogeneous apposition to ra uéAy tu. as Holtzmann thinks, the 
life of the uéA», which is to be put to death, is represented by its parts. 
Paul might have said: Agyw d8 ropretav; but by annexing it directly, he 
gave to his expression the form of a distributive apposition (see Kiuhner, 
II. 1, p. 247), more terse and more compact after the oyna Kal’ bdov Kat 
#époc. It is neither a sudden leap of thought nor a metonymy.—dxadapo. | 
in reference to /ustful uncleanness; comp. on Rom. i. 24; Gal. v. 19.2 
Cor. xii. 21; Eph. iv. 19, v.3. Paul gives, namely, from zopy. to KaKhy, 
Jour forms of the jirst Gentile fundamental vice, unchastity, beginning with 
the special (opveiav), and becoming more and more general as he pro- 
ceeds. Hence follows: zaéoc, passion (the jrracbar bmd ric nOovyc, Plat. 
Prot. p. 352 A; Dem. 805. 14;~Arist. Eth. ii. 4), heat; Rom. i. 26; 1 Thess. 
iv. 5; and Liinemann in loc. And finally : éxdup. xaxiv (Plat. Legg. ix. p. 
854 A), evil desire, referring to unchaste longing. Comp. Matt. v. 28; 
Breitenbach, ad Xen. Hier. 6. 2. Unnatural unchastity (Rom. i. 26 f.; 1 
Cor. vi. 9) is included in dxaf., raf., and én. xax., but is not expressly 
denoted (Erasmus, Calovius, Heinrichs, Flatt, Bohmer) by é8o¢ (comp. 
pathici, Catallus, xvi. 2; zafixebeofa, Nicarch. in Anth. xi. 73), a meaning 
which neither admits of linguistic proof, nor is, considering the general 
character of the adjoining terms (daxafapo. éxif. xax.), in keeping with the 
context. éxut. xax. is to be distinguished from méa3oc as the more 
general conception; the zdfoc is always also érv3uyia and relatively 
éxif. xaxj, but not the converse, since a 7yeicda or kpateiv tie émiOupuiac 
may also take place.—x. tiv x2eovefiav] [XXXVI¥-c.] After the vice 
of uncleanness comes now the second chief vice of the Gentiles (comp. * 
on Eph. iv. 19): covetousness. Hence the connection here by means 
of cai, which is not even, but (in opposition to Hofmann) the simple and, 
and the article, which introduces the new category with the description of its 
disgraceful character,? associating this descriptive character as a special 
stigma with the vice of w/eovegia. In opposition to the erroneous inter- 
pretations : insatiable lust (Estius, Michaelis), or: the gains of prostitution 
(Storr, Flatt, Bahr), see on Eph. /.¢., and Huther. The rieovegia is not 
separated by the article from the appositional definitions of the é4y, and 
co-ordinated with 7a yéAn, so that the latter would only be “the members 
which minister to unchaste lust ” (Huther) ; for ra yéA7 iu. can only denote 
the members generally, the collective members; and év toi¢ pédeow (Rom. 
vii. 5, 23) understood generically, and not as referring to particular indi- 
vidual members, sin is operating with a// its lusts, as, in accordance with 
this ethical mode of viewing the matter, the collective members form the 
copa tHe capkéc Of ii. 11. Bengel remarks aptly that the article indicates 


1Comp. also Plat. Phaed. p. 265 B: ro épwrt- creaturely honor (?) of man,” 1400s, the passion 


xov 7400s, Phaedr. p. 252 C. 

2 Looking to the so closely marked twofold 
division of the vices adduced, it is iftconsist- 
ent with the text to take, with Hofmann, the 
three elements, dxa@apc., 7é00s, and émdup. 
xax., in such a general sense as to make aka- 
@apcia mean every “action which mars the 


which enslaves through excitement of the blood, 
and émdupia Kan, all evil desire, which is, as 
such, a morhid excitement of the blood. The 
excitement of the blood, thus sanguinely enough 
invented without any hint whatever from the 
text, is then held to convert the second and 
third elements into cases in which one sins 
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totum genus vitii a genere conumemoratarum modo specierum diversum.:—res 
tory eldwhodarp.] quippe quae est, etc., further supports the vexpéoare specially 
in reference to this vice, which, as the idolatry of money and possessions, 
is «ar é£oyhv of a heathen nature.’ In 1 Cor. v. 11, the eidwaoiarp. isto be 
taken differently (in opposition to Holtzmann). Moreover, see on Eph. v. 
5. Observe, further, that the addition of the /eovegia to unchastity (comp. 
1 Cor. y. 11) can afford no ground for supposing that the author of the 
Ephesians borrowed this combination from 1 Thess. ii. 3, and that it was 
taken into our present Epistle from that to the Ephesians (Holtzmann). 
Comp. also 1 Cor. vi. 9 f. 

Ver. 6. This relative affirmation stands in a confirmatory reference to 
the vexpdoare x.7.2. above, the omission of which would draw down upon 
the readers, instead of the gavepwSjvac év défy of ver. 4, a fate such as is 
here described.—dv’ 6 (see the critical remarks) has the significant stress 
of the relative clause: on account of this immorality mentioned in ver. 5. The 
Recepta d¢ 4 is to be taken just in the same way, and not to be referred to 
the ué4n (Bahr), since it is not the latter themselves, but their life-activi- 
ties specified by ropveiav x.7,2., Which call forth the wrath of God.—épyerar] 
namely, at the judgment. Comp. Eph. y. 6; 1 Thess. i. 10: 4 dpy) 7 
épyouévy; Matt. iii. 7: 7 péAdovaa dpyh. Hence: juépa dpyi¢ in Rom. ii. 5; 
Rey. vi. 17. Chrysostom well says: Paul warns dcd tov peaAdvtor & ov 
annaAadynmerv xaxov. See also on Eph. v. 6. The frequent reference to 
the manifestation of the divine wrath (comp. Rom. i. 18 ff.) in the course 
of this temporal life (Huther and many others) overlooks the correlation 
with ver. 4, and the apostle’s conception of the nearness of the Parousia. 
Hence, also, the combination of the two references (Theophylact and 
others, also Flatt) is to be rejected—Respecting the vioie ric axed. (the 
Jews and Gentiles, who reject the gospel and thereby disobey God), comp. 
on Eph. v. 6, and as to this modeof expression generally, Steiger on 1 
Pet. i. 14. XX XVII d_]. 

Ver. 7. Transition to the following exhortation; and how touching 
through the effect of the contrast !—é» oic] is, with the reading d¢ 6 in 
ver. 6, necessarily to be referred to the viode +. arev?.: among whom ye also 
walked once, by which is meant, not external association (which in fact was 
not cancelled by conversion, 1 Cor. v. 10), but the fellowship of moral con- 
duct. But, even with the reading 6’ @ in ver. 6, éy ofc is to be taken 
(comp. Nph. ii. 2 f) as inter quos (Vatablus, Rosenmiiller, de Wette, 
svar Bleek), and not to be referred, as it commonly is (Chrysostom, 
sy eb aa ve Ya" it as masculine) to the vices named in ver. 

» Hecmuse the relative most naturally attaches itself to what immediately 
aa ON ge Gees 2a the discourse, and because, if év otc refer to 
, Tovrore Once more asserts substantially the same 


against his own body,—a characteristic point, Vth i 
; f aris as been well : émecdy, 
which Paul has not in view at all in ones parinbarise shy 


tion with the apposition to ra EAN K.T.A., aS 
is plain from the appended x. +. wAcovegiav 
belonging to the same apposition. 


7) HanwVa Kipiovy 6 cwrTnp mpoonydpeveer, bdd- 
oKwY, oS 6 TO TAPE THs TAEOVERas SoVAEVWY OS 
cov Tov TAoDTOV TLYMa. 
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thing, so that the discourse gains nothing in thoughtfulness through the 
two verbs, as in Gal. v. 25, but is unduly amplified. The distinctions 
which in this case have been attempted between’ repirqreiv and Cy still 
make the one or the other appear as self-evident. See e.g. Calvin : vivere 
and ambulare are distinguished from each other like potentia (comp. 
Grotius: “moveri”) and actus, the former preceding and the latter fol- 
lowing; Beza (and Estius): vivere denotes natwrae habitum, ambulare, 
évépyevay tpsam ; Bahr (comp. Olshausen and Reiche): the former refers 
more to the disposition, the latter to the outward conduct; Hofmann: 
the state of life (é¢qre), with which the conduct in detail (repuetar.) harmon- 
ized.—ire élpre év robrow] eqre stands emphatically and pregnantly first : 
when ye lived in these, i.e. when ye were alive therein, inasmuch as the 
axedavere of ver. 3 had not yet set in in your case, the requirement of the 
vexpoov in ver. 5 was still strange to you, and these disgraceful things 
formed the element and sphere of activity of your life. On (i, to be alive, 
in contrast to the being dead, comp. Rom. vii. 9; 2 Cor. xiii. 4; also Col. 
ii. 20; év robrore* is neuter, grouping together demonstratively, and setting 
forth contemptuously, the states of vice spoken of. According to Flatt, 
Bohmer, and Huther, it is masculine: “then, when ye belonged to the chil- 
dren of disobedience,” so that Cv év xécoup (ii. 20) and dvaorpédew év TH Kbon@ 
(2 Cor. i. 11) would have to be compared. In opposition to this view it 
may be urged that ére éjre év toto, in this sense, would be a very mean- 
ingless and superfluous more precise designation of the zoré, whereas, 
according to the view above adopted, it is thoughtful-and characteristic? 
On the change from the merely historical aorist to the descriptive imper- 
fect, \ending a lively color to the representation, and claiming the closer 
attention of the reader who had passed more rapidly over the mepierar., 
comp. Kiihner, II. 1, p. 133, and Reisig, ad Soph. O. C. p. 254 f. 

Ver. 8. Nwi dé] In contrast to the past, which has just been described: 
but now, when ye are no longer alive in those things.—x«ai tyeic] does not 
refer to the fact that the Ephesians also are thus exhorted (Eph. iv. 22, 25, 
31), as Holtzmann here contrives critically to suggest; but as «ai vp. in 
ver. 7 reminded the readers of the immoral pre-Christian society, which 
they also had formerly resembled, so this kai iyeic reminds them of the 
moral Christian society, which they also ought to resemble now.—ra rdyra] 
the whole of these, i.e. the things indicated by é robrog without any 
exception; ye shall retain nothing of them, “ne quid veneni resideat m 
(Grotius). To this ra rdayra the apostle then annexes directly and in 
rapid asyndetic continuation yet other sins, which are likewise to be left off. 
Bleek erroneously takes épyiy «7.2. as in apposition to ra ravra; for the 
latter .can only be retrospective (comp. Hofmann), and cannot, consist- 
ently with the text; be taken as meaning, “everything that belongs to the 
old man.” —ardébecbe] like garments (see on Eph. iv. 22); a lively change 
of figures; the conception of members is laid aside.—0vpsv] distinguished 


1 With the Recepta at rots any other refer- 2Hence not to be attributed, with Holtz 
ence than that, which ols has, is excluded; mann, to the tantological style of the author, 
hence the origin of aiois. in remembrance of 1 Cor. vi. 11. 
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from épy#v as the ebullition, the effervescing of the latter (Eustath. ad Jt 
i. p. 7. 17).~xaxiav] wickedness, malicious nature. Comp. on Rom. 1. 29; 
Eph. iv. 31.—fiacgnuiav| slander, not against God, but against others, as 
oral outbreak of the evil dispositions mentioned.?—aicypodoyiav] only used 
here in the N. T.: shameful discourse, which, in accordance with the cate- 
gory of all the sins here named, is not to be understood of wnchaste dis- 
course, as following the Fathers* it has commonly been taken (Hofmann: 
“obscene” discourse). Rather: railing speech (Polyb. viii. 13. 8, xxxi. 10. 
4), forming one genus with BAacdyuiay, but a wider idea.’ All the ele- 
ments in ver. 8 specify the malevolent and hostile disposition ; and the two 
last, especially the oral manifestation thereof; hence the addition of é« tov 
orduatoc bu., Which, without arbitrariness, cannot but be referred to both words 
(so also Bleek), not to aicypo4. alone, and is, with Grotius, to be conceived 
as depending on the still operative idea of ardéfec#e, so that it may not be 
characterized as a “secondary malformation ” (Holtzmann). The readers 
are to lay aside, generally, opyiv, Ovudv, xaxiav; and to lay aside from their 
mouth Biracinuiav, aicxpodoyiav. Weare not to suppose any special pur- 
pose in connection with the addition; it serves merely for the concrete 
representation ; but, if we should regard it as the more precise definition 
of aicypoa. (Hofmann), or should even, as is often done, by supplying an 
éxrropevouéryy, join it with aicypodoy., or with Biacd. and aicxpodoy., it would 
be utterly void of meaning. The special idea of that which defiles (Chry- 
sostom), or of the opposite of Christian praise to God (Hofmann), does not 
form the basis of the é« r. oréu. du.; on the contrary, it is the conception 
in general of what is unsuited and foreign (comp. on ver? dé) to Christian 
fellowship and intercourse, which serves as the presupposition for the 
entire exhortation. Comp. Eph. iv. 29. 

Ver. 9. M) pebdeate sic 42A.] i.e. lie not one to another, so that sic expresses 
the direction of the peidecOac (comp. ~. kara tivoc in the sense of the hostile 
direction, Plat. Huthyd. p. 284 A, al. ; Jas. iii, 14), like spéc in Xen. Anab. 
i. 3.5; Plat. Legg. xi. p. 917 A; Lev. vi. 2. It is different in Susann. 55. 
59. It connects itself with what precedes, and hence it is to be separated 
only by a comma from ver. 8 (with Lachmann and Tischendorf); the 
following arexdvoduevor «.7.A, adds a determining motive for the whole azé- 
Geode . . . GAAHZove: since ye have put off the oldman . . . and put on the new, 
etc., with which the retaining of wrath, ete., and the further lying (observe 
the present eid.) would not be consistent; on the contrary, this trans- 
formation which, in principle, has taken place in and with the conver- 
sion to Christ, must manifest itself practically by the laying aside of those 
vices. Accordingly, the aorist participles are not synchronous with the 


1See on Rom. ii. 8; comp. Eph. iv. 31; Rev. 
xvi. 19; Eeeclus. xlviii. 10; 1 Mace. ii. 49; 
Hom. Jl. ix. 629: Plat. Phil. p. 47. E: rots 
Ovpois K. Tals dpyats. 

2Comp. Eph. l. ¢.; 1 Gor, iv. 13; Rom. iii. 8; 
Tit. iii. 2; frequently in classie writers; in 
Dem. 312. 19 joined with oveodavtia, 

8See Suicer, Thes, I. p. 136, 


4Comp. Epictet Enchir. 83.16; Xen. de Lac, 
rep. 5.6; atoxpoAoyouvras in Plat. Rep. p. 395 
E; Pollux, iv. 105; and the passages in Wet- 
stein; also aicypoeréw in Athen. xiii. p. 571 
A; and respecting the aisypodoyia éf’ iepots, 
see Lobeck, Aglaoph, p. 689. ‘ 

5Comp. atoxpa érea, Hom. Il. iii, 38, xxiv, 
238. 
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foregoing (exuentes, etc., so Vulgate, Luther, Calovius, and others, includ- 
ing Flatt, Olshausen, Huther, de Wette, Ewald, and Bleek), but precede it ; 
they are not included in the exhortation, for which reason 1 Pet. v. 6 f. is 
inappropriately appealed to, but assign a ground for it. Thisis clear, even 
in a linguistic point of view, from the fact that wetdeobe is the present ; 
and also, as regards the sense, from the circumstance that if the words be 
regarded as part of the exhortation itself, as a definition of the mode of 
what is required, the exuentes only, and not the induentes, would correspond 
with the requirement to lay aside and to abstain from lying. Besides, ver. , 
11 is inappropriate as a constituent part of an exhortation, but suits well 
as an argumentative enlargement. Finally, the assumed figurative 
exhortation only comes in expressly at ver. 12, and that by way of infer- 
ence (oiv) from what had been said previously from drexdvodu. onwards 
in the same figure, though not yet in paraenetic form. [XXXVII e.]} 
Without any sufficient reason, and out of harmony with the simple parae- 
netic form of the entire context, Hofmann begins with arexdvodu. a new 
period, whose protasis ends in ver. 11, and whose apodosis begins with otv 
in ver. 12 (comp. on Rom. ii. 17 ff.); by this we gain only a more clumsy 
complication of the discourse, especially as the supposed apodosis has 
again participial definitions. The entire practical part of the Epistle pro- 
ceeds in plain sentences, not dialectically joined together. Comp., more- 
over, on ver. 12.—Respecting the double compound amexdvo., comp. on ii. 
11.—The terminus ante quem for zatatéc, is the adoption of Christianity, so 
' that, by the whole expression 6 xaiaiéc dvOpwroc generically the collective 
pre-Christian condition in a moral respect! is presented as personified? ~ 
Comp. on Rom. vi. 6; Eph. iv. 22.—oiv raic mpdéeow abrov] not generally: 
with his doing (Hofmann), but in the bad sense: along with his evil prac- 
tices, with his bad tricks. Comp. on Luke xxiii. 51 and Rom. viii. 18. 
Ver. 10. The positive aspect of the transformation (regeneration) 
wrought by God through conversion to Christ; and since ye have put on, 
etc.—rov véov] The collective new Christian ethical condition, conceived as 
personified and set forth objectively, so that it appears as becoming individu- 
ally appropriated by the putting on. It might, with equal propriety, be 
designated from the point of view of time as the homo recens in contrast to 
the decayed and worn-out nature of the pre-Christian moral condition 
(comp. the véov gbpaya in 1 Cor. v.7), as from the point of view of the 
new, altogether different, and previously non-existent quality as the homo 
novus. It is the former here,’ the latter in Eph. iv. 23 (comp. also ii. 15), 


1 Origiral sin is not denoted by the expres- 
sion and the conception to which it is sub- 
seryient (in opposition to Calvin: “veteris 
hominis nomine, intelligi pravitatem nobis 
ingenitam;” comp. Calovius: concupiscen- 
tiam pravam congenitam”); it is, however, 
according to the biblical view (Rom. vii. 14 
ff.), its presupposition and the regulative agent 
in the moral character of the old man. 

2With the entrance of Christianity into the 


23 


life of humanity, the old has passed away, 
and all things have become new (2 Cor. y. 
17). But the old man was individually put 
off by the several subjects through their own 
historical conversion to Christ. The Xpuorov 
évedicacbe of Gal. iii. 27 is not in substance 
different from the having put on the new man, 

3In the ethical sense Christians are, as it 
were, the veodaia (Blomfield, Gloss. Pers. 674) 
of humanity. 
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where xaivd¢ av0p. is used.1 The specification of quality is then further 
added by rdv dvaxawvobp. «.7.A. The notion of not growing old (Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus) is not implied in véov.—rorv avaxawob- 
pevov] [XX XVII f.] The homo recens, so far, namely, as the converted person 
has appropriated it as his moral individuality, is not something ready-made 
and finished, but (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 16) in a state of development (through 
the Holy Spirit, Rom. vii. 6, viii. 2; Tit. iii. 5), by means of which there 
is produced in him a new character and quality specifically different from 
that of the old man. Comp. Rom. xii. 2. Hence the present participle, 
which is neither to be taken as imperfect (B.-Crusius), nor as renewing itself 
(Bleek); and ava does not refer to the relation of re-establishment,? 
namely, of the justitia originalis (since tod xkricavrog does not directly 
mean the first creation), but only to the o/d constitution, the transforma- 
tion and new-moulding (renewal) of which forms the process of develop- 
ment of the véoc avOpwroc. Comp. Winer, de verb. c. praepos. compos. p. 10 
f. The kavvdrye of the, véoc avdp. is relative. In Greek authors avaxarvéo is 
not found, but dvaxawifw is (Isocr. Areop. 3, App. 2, p. 13; Plut. Marcell. 
6), Heb. vi. 6; also in the LX X.—eic¢ ériyywor] is to be taken along with 
the following xar’ eix. tr. «ric. abtév, and with this expresses the end aimed 
at by the avaxaoicdar. Through the latter there is to be produced a 
knowledge, which accords with the image of God. Comp. Beza. God, as 
respects His absolute knowledge, i.e. a knowledge absolutely adequate to 
its objects, is the model, with which the relative knowledge of the regener- 
ate to be attained in the course of their being renewed, #. e. their increas- 
ing penetration into divine truth, is to be accordant. And the more it is 
so—the more fully it has developed itself in accordance with the divine 
ideal—the more is it also the determining power and the living practical 
agent of the whole conduct, so that all those vices enumerated in ver. 8 
are excluded by it, and eyen become morally impossible. Hofmann 
rightly takes xar’ eik, rod xrio. abrév as the more precise description of 
éxiyvworv, though defining the sense to this effect, that the new man 
“everywhere looks to, and estimates everything by the consideration, whether he 
finds the stamp of this image.” But, in that case, an object (révrwv) would 
necessarily stand with ériyvwov, and the idea of davaxpivew or doximdtew 
would be substituted for that of ériyywowr. The kar’ eixéva x.7.2. is usually 
connected with dvaxawoiu. and cic éxiyv. taken by itself, in connection 
with which Steiger, Huther, de Wette, and Bleek (comp. also Ewald) 
arbitrarily adopt the view, that the prominent mention of the knowledge 


1See regarding the difference between the 
two words, Tittmann, Synon. p. 59 ff. 

2“ Renovatus autem dicitur novus ille homo, 
quia novus quondam fuit in prima creatione,” 
Calovius. Comp. Steiger, Huther, de Wette, 
Philippi, Dogm. II. p. 875 ff., ed. 2, and many 
others. Thus we should have for the véos 
avOpwros, not the conception of anova creatura 
(kawwy xriots, 2 Cor. v. 17; Gal. vi. 15), but 
that of a redintegrata creatura. But it is to 


a new life that the believer is regenerated, 
raised up, ete. by God. This new creation 
is not the redintegratio of the first, though it 
is its antitype, as Christ Himself, so far as in 
Him the new creation is founded and begun . 
(how, see Rom. v. 15, 17-19, vi. 1 ff), is the 
antitype of Adam (Rom. vy. 14; 1 Cor. xy. 45). 
Consequently this passage is only indirectly 
probative for the doctrine of the image of 
God as innate, 
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was occasioned by a polemic opposition to the false teachers and their 
tendencies to false gnosis. But how abrupt, isolated, and indefinite would 
the sic éxiyv. thus stand! No; the subsequent kar’ eixdva x.7.2. just serves 
as a more precise characteristic definition for the—in theory and practice 
so extremely important—point of Christian knowledge. [XXXVII g.] 
The expression of this definition ix this particular way comes very natur- 
ally to Paul, because he is speaking of the homo recens creatus, in connec- 
tion with which,.after the analogy of the creation of Adam, the idea of the 
image of God naturally floated before his mind,—the image which that 
first-created man had, and-which the recens creatus is to attain and present 
by way of copy in that towards which he is being developed, in the érivw- 
ow. This development is only completed in the aidv péAAov, 1 Cor. xiii. 
12; for its aim before the Parousia, see Eph. iv. 13 f—rod kricavtog airdy] 
A description of God, harmonizing with the conception of the véog dvb pu- 
moc, Who is God’s creature. Comp. on Eph. iv. 24. It is erroneous, with 
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Ewald, and others, to understand Christ} as 
referred to; for creating is invariably represented in Scripture as the work 
of God (even in i. 16), and especially here where a parallel is instituted 
with the creation of Adam after God’s image. Comp. Eph. ii. 10, iv. 24. 
Olshausen, indeed, understands rod xric. avr. to mean God, but would 
have the image of God, in accordance with i. 15, taken of Christ, who is 
the archetype of man. There is no ground for this view in the context, 
which, on the contrary, reminds us simply of Gen. i. 27; comp. xara Gedy, 
in Eph. iv. 24, a simpler expression, which has found here a significant 
more precise definition out of the riches of the apostle’s store of ideas ~ 
(not a fanciful variation, as Holtzmann thinks) in vivid reproduction.— 
avrév|] must refer to the véoc avtpwroc, whom God has created by regen- 
eration, not to r. dvdpurov alone (“ which is the substance, on which the 
old and new qualities appear as accidents,” de Wette), as the orthodox 
explanation is forced to assume contrary to the text; see e.g. Calovius: 
“Per imaginem ejus, qui creavit ipsum, imago Dei, quae in prima 
creatione nobis concessa vel concreata est, intelligitur, ad quam nos renova- 
mur, quaeque in nobis reparatur per Spiritum sanctum, quae ratione 
intellectus consistebat in cognitione Dei, ut ratione voluntatis in justitia 
et sanctitate, Eph. iv. 24. Per verbum itaque tov xricavroc non nova 
creatio, sed vetus illa et primaeva intelligitur, quia in Adamo conditi omnes 
sumus ad imaginem Dei in cognitione Dei.” Rather, the divine creation 
of the new man had that primaevam creationem for its sacred historical 
type, and is the work of salvation antitypically corresponding with it, 
which the Creator has done in Christ; hence also Paul has not written 
xrigovroc (as Philippi, lc. p. 376, thinks might have been expected), but 
kricavroc, comp. iv. 24, ii. 10; 2 Cor. v.17; also Jas.i.18. 

Ver. 11. [XXXVILh.] Where all the separating diversities have ceased, 
by which those phenomena of maleyolence and passion mentioned in 
ver. 8 were occasioned and nourished. Comp. Gal. iii. 28, of which pass- 


_ 180 also Julius Miiller, v. d. Siinde, IL. p. 496, ed. 5; see, on the other hand, Ernesti, Urspr. 
der Siinde, IL. p. 133 ff. 
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age Baur indeed sees here only an extended and climactic imélation— 
érxov] where there is not, etc.; namely there, where the old man has been 
put off, and the véoc «7.2. put on, ver. 10. It represents the existing 
relation according to local conception, like the Latin whi, i.e. qua in re, 
or in quo rerum statu, like the local wa: The relation is one objectively 
real, historically occurring (comp. Gal. ii. 28; Rom. x. 12; 1 Cor. xii. 13), 
present in renewed humanity. Consequently ézov is not to be referred 
to the éxiyvwow, and to be interpreted within which, i. e. in the Christian 
consciousness (Schenkel); but just as little is the relative clause to be 
joined immediately with ei¢ ériyrwow kar’ eixdva 7.4, so that it affirms 
that there, where this image is found, all contrasts, etc., have vanished; so 
Hofmann in connection with his erroneous explanation of ei¢ ériyvwow 
kar’ eixéva «.7.A.. see on ver. 10.—Respecting éx, equivalent to éveor:, see 
on Gal. ili. 28.—"EAAny x. ’Tovd.] national diversity, without taking “EAA7y, 
however, with Chrysostom, Theophylact, and others, in the sense of 
proselyte.—repit. x, axpoB.] theocratic diversity.—dapBapoc «.7.A.] In the 
increasing vividness of conception the arrangement by pairs is dropped, 
and the nouns are placed beside each other asyndetically. Paul does not 
couple with BdpBapoc, as he does again in the case of dovdoc, its opposite, 
which was already adduced (‘EAAnv, comp. on Rom. i. 14), but proceeds 
by way of a climaz: Bengel (comp. Grotius) well says: 
“Seythae ., . barbaris barbariores;” they were included, however, among 
the barbarians (in opposition to Bengel, who thinks that the latter term 
indicates the Numvidians). For instances in which the Seythians are 
termed BapBapétaroe (comp. also 2 Mace. iv. 47; 3 Mace. vii. 5), see Wet- 
stein. We may infer, moreover, from the passage, that among the 
Christians there were even some Scythians, possibly immigrants into Greek 
and Roman countries.—aaAa ra ravta ... Xprordc] the dividing circum- 
stances named, which, previous to the putting on of the véo¢ dvd poroc, 
were so influential and regulative of social interests and conduct, have 
now—a fact, which was beyond doubt not recognized by the Jewish prejudice 
of the false teachers—since the Christian renovation (comp. 2 Cor. y. 17) 
ceased to exist in the fellowship established by the latter (ideal expression 
of the thought: their morally separating influence is abolished) ; whereas 
Christ is the sum total of all desires and strivings, and that in all individuals, 
without distinction of nations, etc.; He “solus proram et puppim, ut 
aiunt, principium et finem tenet” (Calvin). All are one in Christ, Gal. 
iii. 28, v.15; Rom. x. 12; 1 Cor. xii. 18; Eph. ii. 14.3—Xpvoréc] the sub- 


LKodye. 


1Comp. Kihner. ad Xen. Mem. iii. 5. 1; 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 331 f. 

2For even a“EAAny might be circumcised 
and thereby received into the theocracy. 
—The fact that” EAAny stands before "Iovd. (it 
is otherwise in Gal. iii, 28; 1 Cor, xii. 13; 
Rom. x. 12, ef al.) ought not to be urged, 
with Holtzmann, following Baur and Hék- 
stra, against the originality of the passage. 
Paul does not arrange the designations 


mechanically, as is evident from the second 
clause. Holtzmann, however, justly denies, 
in opposition to Mayerhoff and Hékstra, that 
the arrangement is so inserted in antagonism 
to the Jewish people. 

8Comp. on this use of the ra mdvra in the 
sense of persons, who pass for everything, 1 
Cor. xv. 28; Herod. iii. 157, vii, 156; Thue. 
viii. 95. 1; Dem. 660. 7; Hermann, ad Viger. 
p. 727. 


CHAP, m1, 11, 12, 357 


ject put at the end with great emphasis. He, in all His believers (év maov) 
the all-determining principle of the new life and activity, is also the con- 
stituent of the new sublime unity, in which those old distinctions and 
contrasts have become meaningless and as it were no longer exist. The 
Hellene is no longer other than the Jew, etce., but in all it is only Christ, 
who gives the same specific character to their being and life. 

Ver. 12. [On vv. 12-17, see Note XX XVIII. pages 375, 376.] ovr] for 


these virtues are in keeping with the véoc avd pwroc, according to what: 


has been said in ver. 11; it would be a contradiction to have put on the 
new man, and not to have put on these virtues. The new moral condition, 
into which ye have entered by your conversion, passing thereby into the 
fellowship of equality and unity in Christ described in ver. 11, binds you to 
this by the necessity of moral consistency. The otv therefore serves for 
the introduction of the direct summons by way of inference from its fore- 
going premises, just like the oi» in ver. 5, but not for the introduction 
of the apodosis (Hofmann; see on ver. 9), as if it were reswmptive. 
POX VIII a,]—érdicacte] for, although the putting on of the véog avdp. 
has taken place as a fact historically through the conversion to Christ, 
nevertheless it has also, in accordance with the ethical nature of the véoc 
avip. (comp. rdv avaxawotpevov «.7.2. In ver. 10), its continued acts, which 
are to take place, namely, by appropriation of the ‘virtues which the new 
man as such must have.—éc éxdexroi x«.7.2.] as it becomes such; éxA. -r. 
Ocov is the subject, and dy. x. ayaz. its predicates. The consciousness of 
this distinguished bliss, of being the elect of God—ehosen by God from 
profane humanity for eternal Messianic salvation.(Eph. i. 4; Rom. viii. 
33; Tit. i. 2, al.), who as such! are holy (through the dyacpdc mvebuaroc, 2 
Thess. ii. 13), and beloved of God (Rom. v. 5; Eph. i. 6),—how could it 
fail to touch the consciences of the readers, and incite them to the very 
virtues, corresponding to so high a position,—virtues of that fellowship 
deseribed in ver. 11, which are required from them as renewed men! 
Observe, moreover, that the éxioy7 7. Ocod is the presupposition of what 
is said by darexdvoduevor x.t.2. in vy. 10, 11, and that therefore ag éAexroi 
«.7.2. is not inserted without significant connection with what goes before. 
It is likewise admissible to take the words dy: x. yyar. substantively, 
either as co-ordinate with the éxiexrol r. 0. and explanatory of this idea 
(“as the elect of God, holy and beloved,” Luther, Calvin, Grotius, and 
the majority, including Bahr, Bbhmer, Huther, de Wette, Hofmann), or 
so that éxdexr. r. Oeot stands in adjectival relation to them (Bleek: 
“elect holy and beloved ones of God”); but it is more in keeping with 
the purposely chosen order of the words to concentrate the whole stress 
on ékdexrot Geov. Bengel, connecting as we do, aptly observes: “Ordo 
verborum exquisite respondet ordini rerum: electio aeterna praecedit 
sanctificationem in tempore; sanctificati sentiunt amorem et deinceps 


imitantur.” Theophylact (comp. also Steiger) took dy as the chief - 


1 For the act of the divine écAoy7, which in calling (comp. ver. 15). Comp. generally, 
itself is before time, has come into temporal Weiss in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theob. 1857, p. 
realization and manifestation through the 78 ff., and Bibl. Theol. 2 88, ed. 2. 


‘ 
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word, which is more precisely defined by é?. 7. Ocod and jyan. (éyévovro 
pev yap Gywo, GAN ovK éxdexrod obd? jyarnuévor, tusic J? taita ravra). Neither 
supported by the position of the words nor by the context, which does 
not suggest any contrast—orddyyva oixripyod] oixr. is the genitive of 
quality, and the expression is quite similar to that in Luke i. 78, oxAdyxva 
 gAgouc; see in loc. Hence oradyyva is not to be taken here in the abstract 
sense (Jove, so usually), but in its proper sense: viscera, as the seat of 
sympathy; consequently: a heart, the moving feeling of which is sym- 
pathy. Comp. Ewald and Hofmann. The two are separated in Phil. ii. 
1. As to the conception of oixripu., comp. on Rom. ix. 15—ypyoréryra] 
kindliness, the opposite is arorovia, Rom. xi. 22. Comp. Eph. iv. 322 
rarewvoop., humbleness, which is meant here, however, according to the 
entire context, not towards God (Béhmer), but (see ver. 11) in relation to 
others, as the opposite of haughtiness (épyA0gpovetv); Eph. iy. 2; Phil. ii. 3. 
—On rpaor., gentleness (opposite: Eph. iv. 31, and aypsdryc, Plat. Conv. p. 
197 D), and paxpod., long-suffering, bearing with immoral opposition 
(comp. Eph. iv. 2, and on Gal. y. 22), ver. 13 throws fuller light. 

Ver. 18. Neither the second part of the verse, xa¥oc .. . tueic, nor 
avexouevoe . . . poudhv, is to be parenthesized ; for the whole is an uninter- 
rupted continuation of the construction. [X XXVIII ¢.]—éaveydu. a2.) 
modal definition of the édicacda of the last two virtues, informing us 
how the required appropriation of them is to manifest itself in active con- 
duct: so that ye, etc. This conduct is conceived as developing itself in 
and with the completion of the required évdicacde; hence avexduevor 
aAagja. is not to be regarded as only “ loosely appended” (Hofmann) to 
paxpod.—kai yapiféuevoe «,7.4.] for the endurance (comp. Eph. iv. 2) is to 
advance to positive forgiveness, and not to remain a mere passive attitude. 
Observe here the alternation of 4AA#2wv (one the other) and éavroic (your- 
selves each other) ;. the latter is used, because to the yapitecbac of the Chris- 
tians, which they are to show lo themselves mutually, there is proposed as 
pattern the yapifeoda which they have experienced from above, from 
Christ. Comp. Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 20.—youeiv] blame, reproach, 
only here in the N. T., not found at all in the Apocrypha and LXX., but 
very common in the classics, especially the poets, also with éyew, to find 
fault with something,*—«xa0o¢ xa? «.7.2.] The duty of the yapifecbar éavr. 
is so essentially Christian and important, that Paul goes on further to 
hold up before the readers the great motive and incitement for its fulfill- 
ment, namely, the forgiveness which they themselves have experienced, 
which Christ (6 xbpic, see the critical remarks) has bestowed upon them. 
Comp. Eph. iv. 32, where, however, the principal subject of the yapiCeoPa 
is indicated, namely, God (comp. ii. 13), who has pardoned in Christ. To 
the expression in our passage—and a consideration of the circumstances 
of the Colossian church naturally prompted the emphasizing of the 
merit of Christ—corresponds the frequent 7 yépic tod Kupiov juov, Rom. 
xvi. 20, 24; 1 Cor. xvi. 23; 2 Cor. viii. 9, xii. 9, xiii. 18; Gal. i. 6, vi. 18: 


1See generally, Tittmann, Synon. p. 140 ff. Aj. 179, and Schneidewin in loc. ; Pind. Isthm, 
Eur. Phoen, 780, Alc. 1012, Or.1069; Soph. _ iv. 61. 
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Phil. iv. 23. There is no trace here of “an advanced Christology ” 
(Holtzmann). The divine pardon obtained for us by Christ in His work 
of atonement (Rom. v. 6 f., 15), and continuously procured through His 
intercession (Rom. viii. 34), is in so far His (in the sense that He is the 
pardoning subject) as He is the procurer, bearer, and accomplisher of the 
divine grace (Eph. ii. 16; Col. i.19 f.), and God's love is His love (Rom: 
vill. 35, 89; Eph. iii. 19; Rom. v. 7 f.). The pardon received from 
Christ, however, binds us by moral necessity (Matt. xviii. 83; and gen- 
erally, Rom. viii. 9) to forgive also upon our side;—anything beyond 
this, namely, what is contained in Matt. vi. 12, as de Wette thinks, is not 
conveyed in the words, but results as a consequence.—xai ipeic] se. yape 
Couevor. The context suggests this, and not the imperative; hence the 
orderly connection is not broken, and the whole verse contains accom- 
panying participial definitions, after which, in ver. 14, the discourse con- 
tinues uninterrupted.—Respecting the double xai of the comparison, see 
on Rom. i. 13.—It is to be observed, moreover, that xaféc refers only to 
the pardon itself, and does not concern the service by which Christ has 
procured the pardon, the death, namely, which the Christian ought to be 
ready to undergo for the brethren, John xiii. 34, as Chrysostom, Theophy- 
lact, and others think, but which would be here an irrelevant importation. 

Ver. 14. In addition to all this, however, put on love, by which Christian 
perfection.is knit. In making r. ayéxyv dependent on évdicacbe, Paul 
abides by his figure: becoming added (Kihner, II. 1, p. 488) to all those 
virtues (regarded as garments), love is to be put on like an upper gar- 
ment embracing all, because love brings it about, that the moral perfec- 
tion is established in its organic unity as an integral whole. Thus love is’ 
the bond of Christian perfection, its cvvderixov dpyavov; without love, all the 
individual virtues, which belong in themselves to that perfection, would 
not unite together into that necessary harmonious entirety, in which per- 
fection consists. Not as if the latter were already existent without love (as 
Schenkel objects to this view), but love is the otvdecpuoc constituting its per- 
fection; apart from love there is no reAedbrnc, Which has its conditio sine. 
qua non only in the inclusion of its other factors in love; how love ac- 
complishes this, no one has better shown than Paul himself in 1 Cor, xiii. 
Nor is it as if the genitive would necessarily be a plurality (as Hofmann 
objects); on the contrary, the reseidrn¢ according to its nature and to the 
context is a collective idea, with which the conception of a ctrvdecuoc well 
corresponds. It might, moreover, occasion surprise, that love, which is 
withal the principle and presupposition of the virtues enumerated, is 
mentioned Jast, and described as being added; but this was rendered 
necessary by the figurative representation, because love, from its nature, 
in so far as it includes in principle the collective virtues and comprehends 
them in itself, necessarily had assigned to it in the figure of putting on 
garments the place of the wpper garment, so that Paul rightly proceeds in 
his description from the under garments to the upper one which holds 


1Comp. Clem. Cor. I. 49 f. 
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all the others together, and with whose function love corresponds. Ac- 
cordingly the absolute 4 ay4r7 is not to be taken in any other sense than 
the general and habitual one of Christian brotherly love (i. 8, ii. 2; 1 Cor. 
xili.; Phil. i. 9); nor yet in any sort of reference limiting it to special 
qualities, e. g. as by de Wette: “as active, beneticent, perfecting love.”—é 
(see the critical remarks), which, namely love, conceived of as neuter, as 
in our “that is.’ Comp. on é€ ov, ii. 19—obvdecpog tie teAevdr.] bond of 
perfection, i.e. what binds together the Christian moral perfection into 
the totality of its nature, cvvdecueter, Polyb. ill. 42. 8; Fuvdei wat FourAéxer, 
Plat. Polit. p. 809 B.! The genitive, which is that of the object, denotes 
(it is otherwise in Eph. iy. 83; comp. Acts viii. 23; LXX. Isa. lviii. 6) 
.that which is held together by the bond.2. Taken as the genitive of 
quality, it would yield the adjective sense: the perfect bond, “animos se. 
conjungens,” Grotius. So also Erasmus, Vatablus, Calovius, Estius, Wolf, 
Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and others. But how arbitrary this would 
be in itself, and especially in view of the fact that, in the event of r. 
reAeiér. being disposed of as an adjective, the more precise definition of 
ovvdeczoc Would have to be gratuitously introduced! Taken as the genitivus 
causae (Schenkel), it would not correspond with the figure, though it is in 
substance correct that that, which as a bond envelopes perfection, only 
thereby brings about its existence (comp. above). According to Huther, 
the sense is: “by man’s putting on love he is girt with perfection ; who- 
soever lives in love is perfect.” Thus the genitive would have to be con- 
ceived as genitive of apposition, which would yield an incongruous analy- 
sis of the figure, induced by the opinion that 6 does not refer to the 
dyary itself, but to the édicacfa tHv aydrnv3 According to Hofmann 
(comp. Ellicott), the genitive is meant to be that of the subject, and the 
tedelétyc is to indicate the completeness of the Christian state, of which 
love is the bond, inasmuch as it binds Christians together among themselves, 
wherever that conupleteness exists (John xiii. 85). This is erroneous; for: if 
in some curious fashion the abstract 7 teAedry¢ (consequently an aggre- 
gate of attributes) were to be the acting subject, which makes use of love 
as a bond (consequently for the purpose of binding), yet the Christians 
among, themselves could not be conceived as the object of that binding, 
but only the révra raira in accordance with the immediate context (éx 


mao dé tovroc). The apostle would have been able to express the tenor 


1Chrysostom (though mingling with it the 
foreign figure of the root) aptly says: ovyxpa- 
™MOoLs TOY Thy TeAEL6THTA MoLovyTwY. Comp. 
Theophylact: mavra éxetva, dnow, arn ave- 
diyyet mapovoa’ arovons Sé Scadvovrat Kai édéy- 
XovTat Vroxpats dvTa Kal ovder. 

2Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 616 C: etvar yap tovto 
70 has EivSermov Tod ovpavod ... macav Evvexov 
THv mepupopay, also p. 520 A: tov dvderpmov THs 
moAews, Polit. p. 310 A: rov ~vvdermoy aperis 
BKEepav dicews avopolwr. 

8 avvseouos, namely, would apply to the 


girdle, as Clericus, Ewald, and Schenkel make 
it do, But to that view the évédcacGe to be 
supplied would be contextually less suitable 
(comp. Eph. vi. 14); while after what has gone 
before the reader would most naturally think 
of love simply as a garment, and not as the 
girdle, “which holds together all individual 
efforts towards perfection” (Ewald). Besides, 
it would not at all be easy to see why Paul 
should not have used the definite word gary 
instead of ovvderqos. 


CHAP, 111. 15. 3861 


of thought forced upon him by Hofmann simply and clearly by some 
such phrase as 6 (or é¢, or #ric) gore civdeouog TOv év Xpiote rerelwv (comp. 
i. 28). Others take it as the swum of perfection. So Bengel, Zachariae, 
Usteri, BOhmer, Steiger, de Wette, Olshausen (“inasmuch as it compre- 
hends in itself—bears, as it were, bound up in itself—all the individual 
aspects of the perfect life, all virtues”). Comp. on the subject-matter, 
Rom. xiii. 10. This explanation cannot be justified linguistically (not 
even by Simplic. Hpietet. p. 208, according to which the Pythagoreans 
termed friendship: cirdecuov xacov tev aperov, i. e. the bond which knits 
all the virtues together), unless we take civdecuoc in the sense of a bundle, 
as Herodian uses it, iv. 12. 11 (<dvra tiv civdecpov tov éxiotoAGv), which, 
however, even apart from the singular form of the conception in itself, 
would be unsuitable to the context, since love is to be added to all the 
previously enumerated elements of perfection, and may therefore well 
be termed the bond that holds them together, but not their bundle, not 
the sum of them. The word civdecuoc itself, which except in our two 
parallel epistles does not occur in Paul’s writings, is too hastily assigned 
by Holtzmann “to the range of language of the Auctor ad Ephesios.” As if 
we had the whole linguistic range of the copious apostle in the few 
epistles which bear his name! Indeed, even ézi maou dé robrowe (comp. 
Eph. vi. 16) is alleged to betray the auctor in question —In opposition to 
the Catholic use of our passage to support the justificatio operum, it is 
enough to observe that the entire exhortation has justification as its pre- 
supposition (ver. 12), and concerns the moral life of these who are already 
justified. Irrelevantly, however, it is urged in the Apol. Conf. Aug. 3, p. 
104 f. (comp. Calovius and others), in opposition to the Catholics, that 
tedevéry¢ is the integritas ecclesiae, and that through love the church %s. kept 
in harmony, as Erasmus, Melanchthon, and others also explained it. 

Ver. 15. All these virtues, however, along with the love which binds 
them together, must have their deep living foundation in the peace of 
Christ, which reigns in the heart, and their abiding incitement in gratitude 
towards God for the salvation received in Christ. Hence now the further 
summons—appended by the simple «a/—to the readers, to let that peace 
reign in their hearts and to be thankful. The eipfvy tov Xpvoroi is the holy 
satisfaction of mind wrought by Christ through the Spirit, the blessed inner 
rest, of which the atonement and justification appropriated in faith (Rom. 
y.1) are the presupposition and condition. See on Phil. iv.7. Comp. 
Luther, Bengel, and others, including Flatt, Bahr, Olshausen, Huther, de 
Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Bleek, Hofmann. To understand 
the peace of mutual concord (the Greek Fathers, Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, 
Calovius, and many others, also Reiche, Comm. Crit. p. 297), is less in 
accordance with the universality of the connection, which here descends 
to the deepest ground of the Christian life in the heart; and besides, the 
concord in question already follows of itself on the virtues recommended. 
Moreover, there is implied in fpaf. the determining and regulating power, 
the swpreme authority, which the peace of Christ is to have in the Christian 
heart, which suits most fully the above interpretation alone.—fpafevérw] 
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BpaBevew only found here in the N. T., but as little un-Pauline as kataBpap. 
in ii. 18 (in opposition to Holtzmann); it means primarily: to arrange and 
conduct the contest (Wisd. x. 12, and Grimm in loc.); then: to confer the prize 

of victory, to be BpaBets, i.e. umpire (Plut. Mor. p. 960 A; Diod. Sic. xii. 
53); finally: to govern’ generally? Considering its very frequent occur- 
rence in the latter sense, and its appropriateness in that sense to év r. xapd. 
iu., and seeing that any reference to the Messianic SpaSetov (comp. ii. 18) 
is foreign to the context, the majority of modern expositors have rightly 
interpreted it: the peace of Christ must rule, govern in your hearts? The 
conception involves the superintending, arranging, and administering 
activity, and that in supreme deciding competence (comp. Ewald and Hof- 
mann), as it ought to be exercised by the eipyvy r. X.in the heart, quite 
like the German verfiigen [to dispose of]. Bremi says aptly, ad Dem.Ol. p. 
179, Goth.: itis not simply equivalent to doxeiv, “sed pleno jure et ex 
arbitrio dvoc«etv.” Chrysostom and his followers have retained the mean- 
ing: to confer the prize of victory, but with ideas introduced to which 
nothing in the text points. Comp. also Erasmus, Vatablus, and Calvin, 
who, however, explain it erroneously: palmam /ferat. Grotius: “ dijudicet, 
nempe si quid est inter vos controversum.” So also, substantially, Ham- 
mond, Kypke, and others; similarly, Melanchthon: “ gubernet omnia cer- 
tamina.” Comp. BpaBebev gpw (Plat. Rom. 9) and the like. But the con- 
text points to deeper matters than disputes, upon which the peace of 
Christ in the heart is to decide.—ei¢ jv x. é«d. x.7.2.] argumentative, sup- 
porting the exhortation just uttered; for which ye also (kai expressing the 
corresponding relation) were called, etc.; sic jv, in behalf of which, i. e. to 
possess which, peace, is not the final aim of the calling, which is rather 
participation in the Messianic kingdom, but a mediate aim. Comp. 1 Pet. 
li, 21.—év évi odyatc] not instead of ei¢ & cOua (Grotius, Flatt, and many 
others); nor yet: “as growing to be members of a single body” (Hof- 
mann, gratuitously importing), but (comp. Ellicott and Bleek) as the result 
of éxkA#Syre, announcing the relation of fellowship, into which the indivi- 
duals are translated through their calling, and in which they now find 
themselves continuously. This abiding condition was the predominant con- 
ception; hence the pregnancy of the expression (Kiihner, II. 1, p. 469); so 
that ye are in one body, namely, as its members. The element of unity, 
added with emphasis, and that quite in Pauline form (Rom. xii. 5; 1 Cor. 
x. 17; in opposition to Holtzmann), stands in appropriate reference to 
the entire requirement. To have become by the calling one body with 


1The Vulgate incorrectly renders: exultet. 


So also the Gothic. 
2See for the last signification especially 
Dem. 36. 7, 1231. 19; Eur, Hel. 1079; Isoer. 


Areop. p. 144B; Polyb. vi. 4.3, xiii. 1. 5, xxvii. . 


14, 4, et al.; passages from Josephus in Krebs, 
and from Philo in Loesner. 

3So Luther (“let it be master and keep you 
in all tribulation”), Castalio, Beza, Bengel, 
and many others, including Flatt, Bahr, Ols- 


hausen, Steiger, Huther, de Wette, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Dalmer, and Bleek. 

4Theophylact: dBpicOnpev modAdAaKts Ud TL 
vos' aywrigovrar map’ huivy Aoyispoi dvo, 6 wey 
cig Guuvav Kivdv, 6 S& eis paxpodvmiay, "Eav 
} elpyyy 7. Ocod ot ev juiv, Somep tes Bpa- 
Bevtns Sixatos, Trovréote KpiTys Kal aywvoberns, 
kai 56 7d BpaBetov rijs vinns TO KeAEVOVTL MaKpo- 
Ovpety, TavoeTat 6 dvTaywrioTys. 


5See Dorville, ad Charit. p. 445. 
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those who share in that calling, and yet not to let the holy moral dis- 
position, for the sake of which we are called, be the common ruling 
power of life—what a contradiction! In that case there would be want- 
ing to the @ céze the & mvedxe accordant with the calling (Eph. iv. 4; 1 
Cor. xii. 18).—The mention of this calling—the great blessing which makes 
everything, that is at variance with what has hitherto been demanded 
(ver. 12 ff.), appear as ingratitude towards God—induces the apostle to add 
still further the highest motive of all for every Christian virtue (comp. ii. 
7,1. 12): K. edydporo yiveod_e: and become ye thankful (comp. on Eph. iv. 
32); in which the yivecte (not equivalent to écré) requires the constant 
striving after this exalted aim as something not yet attained; comp. e. g. 
John xy. 8. It was nothing but a misconéeption of that inner connection 
and of this significance of yiveo%e, which led to the taking eiydp. as ama- 
biles, friendly, and the like (comp. Eph. iv. 32; Prov. xi. 15).1_ The lin- 
guistic use of siyaproroc in this sense in the classical writers is well known 
(Xen. Cyr. ii. 2.1, Ove. vy. 10), but equally so is also its use in the sense of 
thankful (Xen. Cyr. viii. 3. 49; Herodian, ii. 3. 14; Diod. Sic. xviii. 28); 
and the N. T., in which, moreover, the adjective is nowhere else found, 
has, like the Apocrypha, et yaprorety and ebyapioria only in the latter signi- 
fication (comp. ver. 17), the reference of which in our passage to God after 
ei¢ fv Kx. éxA70. (it is God who calls) is self-evident, but not (in opposition 
to Grotius and Calovius) the mutua gratitudo. The ascription of the words 
k. evyap. yiv. to the interpolator, who is also supposed to have inserted év 
evyapioria in iv. 2 (Holtzmann), is destitute of ground either in the language 
or in the matter of the passage. It is not at all easy to see why evydpioro¢ 
should be “as un-Pauline as eboxAayyvoc in Eph. iv. 32.” 

Ver. 16 f. The series of exhortations begun in ver. 12 is now closed,? and 
Paul proceeds to give, before going on in ver. 18 to the duties of particular 
callings, an encouraging allusion to the Christian means of grace for further- 
ing the common life of piety, namely, the word of Christ. This ought to 
dwell richly among them, so that they might by means of its operation 
(1) instruct and admonish each other in all wisdom with psalms, etc.; (2) by 
the divine grace sing to God in their hearts ; and (3) let all that they do, in 
word or deed, be done in the name of Jesus with thanksgiving to God. 
Accordingly, the previous paraenesis by no means ends in a “ loose aggre- 
gation” (as Hofmann objects), but in a well-weighed, steadily-progressive, 
and connected conclusion on the basis of the Aéyor of Christ ® placed at the 


mann, p. 54 f., who finds in ver. 16 an echo of 


1So Jerome, Erasmus (notin the Parapar.), 
Eph. vy. 19, which at the same time interrupts 


Calvin, Vatablus, Beza, (benefici), Cornelius a 


Lapide, Wolf, Krebs, and many others, includ- 
ing Bahr, Steiger, Olshausen, and Reiche. 
2Lachmann and Steiger have put 6 Adyos 
..» wAovoiws in a parenthesis, which just as 
arbitrarily sets dside the new and regulative 
idea introduced by 6 Adyos, as it very unnec- 
essarily comes to the help of the construc- 


tion. 
-8This applies also in opposition to Holtz- 


the entire connection, and presents some- 
thing un-Pauline almost in every word (p. 
164). Un-Pauline, in his view, is 6 Adyos 7. 
Xpicrov (but see 1 Thess. i. 8, iv. 15); un-Paul- 
ine the juxtaposition of WaApots, tuvors, dais 
(the reason why it is so, is not plain); un- 
Pauline the déev itself, and even the adverb 
tiovaciws. “How strangely has the apostle, so 
rich in diction, become impoverished! 
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very beginning. According to Hofmann, ver. 16 f. is only meant to be an 
amplification of the ebydpuroe yiveode in ver. 15. This would be a dispro- 
portionate amplification—especially as evy. yiv. is not the leading thought 
in the foregoing—and could only be plausibly upheld by misinterpretations 
in the details; see below.—é Adyo¢ r. Xpiorov] z.e. the gospel. The genitive 
is that of the subject ; Christ causes itto be proclaimed, He Himself speaks 
in the proclaimers (2 Cor. xiii. 3), and has revealed it specially to Paul 
(Gal. iv. 11 f.); it is His word. Comp. 1 Thess. i. 8, iv. 15; 2 Thess. iii. 1; 
Heb. vi. 1. The designation of it, according to its principal author: 6 A. 
Tov Ocov, is More current.—évorxeitw év ipiv.] [XX XVIII d.] not: among 
you (Luther and many others), which would not be in keeping with the 
conception of indwelling; nor yet: in animis vestris (Theodoret, Melanch- 
thon, Beza, Zanchius, and others, including Flatt, Bohmer, and Olshausen), 
so that the indwelling which depends on knowledge and faith would be 
meant, since the subsequent modal definition ‘is of an oral nature: but in 
you, t.e. in your church, the iveic, as a whole, being compared to a house, in 
which the word has the seat of its abiding operation and rule (comp. 
Rom. viii. 11; 2 Tim. i. 5).—zAovsiwe] in ample measure. In proportion as 
the gospel is recognized much or little in a church as the common living 
source and contents of mutual instruction, quickening, discipline, and 
edification, its dwelling there is quantitatively various. De Wette explains 
it, not comprehensively enough, in accordance with what follows: “so 
that many come, forward as teachers, and often.” In another way Hof- 
mann limits it arbitrarily: the letting the word of Christ dwell richly in 
them is conceived as an act of gratitude. How easy it would have been for 
Paul to have indicated this intelligibly! But the new point which he 
wishes to urge upon his readers, namely, to let the divinely-powerful means 
of Christian life dwell richly in them, is placed by him without any link of 
connection, and independently, at the head of his closing exhortation.— 
The following év wdoy . . . 7 Oe@ is the modal definition of the foregoing : 
so that ye, etc.; construction according to the logical subject, as in ii. 2— 
év rdoy ocogia] Since what precedes has its defining epithet in *ovoiwe, and 
that with all the emphasis of the adverb put at the end, and since, more- 
over, the symmetry of the following participial clauses, each of which 
begins with év (év réon copia .. . év rt. yxapire), ought not to be abandoned 
without some special reason, the év r. oog. is to be referred to what follows 
and not to what precedes’ Comp. i. 28. Every sort of (Christian) wisdom 
is to be active in the mutual instruction and admonition. Regarding the 
details, see on i, 28.—éavroic] mutually, among yourselves, comp. ver. 13.— 
padpuoic 7.2.) [XXXVIII e.] modal definition of the mutual diddoxew and 
vovilereiv, Which are to take place by means of (see below, év ydp. ddovrec 
x.7.4.) psalms, etc. It is all the more arbitrary to refer it merely to rover. 
(de Wette), seeing that the position of éavrose binds the two participles 


180 Bos, Bengel, Storr, Flatt, Bahr, Steiger, Beza permits this reference. 
Olshausen, Huther, de Wette, Baumgarten- *So Syriac, Chrysostom, Luther, and many 
Crusius, Ewald, Dalmer, Reiche, Bleek, Hof- _ others. 
mann, and others: Bohmer hesitates, and 
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together, and seeing that inspired songs by no means exclude a doctrinal 
purport. The conceivableness of a didactic activity in mutual singing (in 
opposition to Schenkel and Hofmann), and that without confounding 
things radically different, is still clearly enough recognizable in many of 
our best church songs, especially in those born of the fresh spirit of the 
Reformation. Storr and F latt, Schenkel and Hofmann join the words’ 
with gdovrec, although the latter has already a definition both before and - 
after it, and although one does not say Waruoie x.7.2., Gdecv (dative), but par- 
Hove K.7.2. (accusative). The dative of the instrument with ade would be 
appropriate, if it had along with it an accusative of the object praised (as 
e. g- Eur. Jon. 1091). See, moreover, on Eph. v.19. Concerning the dis- 
tinction between waduoi (religious songs after the manner of the Psalms 
of the O. T., to be regarded partly as Christian songs already in use, partly 
as improvised effusions, 1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26) and tyro (songs of praise), to 
both of which géai xvevyarixai (7. e. songs inspired by the Holy Spirit) are 
then added as the general category,? see on Eph. v. 19. Observe, more- 
over, that Paul is here also (comp. Eph. J. ¢.) speaking not of divine worship® 
in the proper sense of the term, since the teaching and admonition in 
question are required from the readers generally and mutually, and that as 
a proof of their abundant possession of the word of Christ, but rather of 
the communication one with another in religious intercourse (e.g. at meals, in 
the agapae and other meetings, in family circles, etc.)—in which enthusi- 
asm makes the fullness of the heart pass from mouth to mouth, and 
brotherly instruction and admonition thus find expression in the higher 
form of psalms, etc., whether these may have been songs already well 
known, or extemporized according to the peculiar character and produc- 
tive capacity of the individual enthusiasm, whether they may have been 
sung by individuals alone (especially if they were improvised), or chorally, 
or in the form of alternating chants (Plin. Hp. x. 97). How common 
religious singing was in the ancient church, even apart from divine ser- 
vice proper, may be seen in Suicer, Thes. II. p. 1568 f. The existence of 
a multitude of rhythmic songs, composed az’ apyjc by Christians, is 
attested by Eus. H. E. ii. 17, v. 28. Regarding singing in the agapae, see 
Tertullian, Apol. 39: “post aquam manualem et lumina, ut quisque de 
scripturis sanctis vel proprio ingenio potest, provocatur in medium Deo 
canere.”* The asyndetic (see the critical remarks) juxtaposition of paAv., 
iuv., and @daic xv. renders the discourse more urgent and animated.—év 
Th yapire Gdovrec x.7.2.] is commonly regarded as subordinate to what goes. 
before; as if Paul would say: the heart also is to take part in their singing, 
oby drhic TG arbuatt, aan’ év tH Kapdia, 6 éort peta mpoooxqc, Theophylact. 


1As in Ex. xiv. 32; Plat. Symp. 197 E, Rep. songs; (3) songs sung in the house and at 
p. 388 D, and in all Greek authors. - work. ; & 

2Many arbitrary more special distinctions %This applies also in opposition to Holtz- 
are to be found in expositors. See Bahr. mann, who discovers here and in Eph. v.19 
Eyen Steiger distinguishes them very pre- an already far advanced stage of worship, 
cariously into (1) songs accompanied by 4See generally, Augusti, Denkw. II. p. 
stringed instruments; (2) solemn ehurch 110 ff. 
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But Paul himself has not in the least expressed any such contrasting refer- 
ence; and how superfluous, nay, even inappropriate, would such an 
injunction be, seeing that the diddoxew and vovderetv takes place in fact by 
the parpol «.7.2., and this is to be the outcome of the abundant indwelling 
of the gospel; and seeing, further, that there is no mention at all of a 
stated common worship (where, possibly, lip-service might intrude), but, 
on the contrary, of mutual edifying intercourse! The entire view is 
based upon the unfounded supposition of a degeneracy of worship in the 
apostolic age, which, even though it were true in itself, would be totally 
inapplicable here. Moreover, we should expect the idea, that the sing- 
ing is to be the expression of the emotion of the heart, to be represented 
not by év 7. xapd., but by é« tv xapd. (comp. 2 Tim. ii. 22; Matt. xii. 34) 
or ard r. x. Comp. Wisd. viii. 21, also classical expressions like é« ¢pevdg 
and the like. No, the participial clause is co-ordinate with the preceding 
one (as also at Eph. v. 19, see in loc.), and conveys—after the audible 
singing for the purpose of teaching and admonition, to be done mutually 
—as a further element of the pious life in virtue of the rich indwelling of 
the word of Christ, the still singing of the heart, which each one must offer 
to God for himself inwardly; i. e. the silent praising of God, which be- 
longs to self-edification in the inner man. Chrysostom already indicates 
this view, but mixes it up, notwithstanding, with the usual one; Theo- 
phylact quotes it as another (dAdwc), giving to it, moreover, the inappro- 
priate antithesis: yu) mpo¢ éridecEw, but adding with Chrysostom the cor- 
rect illustration: xdv yap év ayop& qe, dbvacae xatad ceavriv ade pundevde 
axotovroc. Bengel well describes the two parallel definitions év réoy codia 
«7A. and éy yapite «.7.A. as distributio of the wAovciwc, and that muutuo et 
seorsim.—iv th yxdpitc] does not belong to @daic mvevu. (Luther: “with 
spiritual pleasant songs,” also Calvin), but to gdovrec as the parallel ele- 
ment to év racy codia. In the same way, namely, as the teaching and 
admonition above mentioned are to take place by means of every wisdom, 
which communicates and operates outwardly through them, so the still 
singing of the heart now spoken of is to take place by means of the divine 
grace, which stirs and moves and impels men’s minds,—a more precise 
definition, which is so far from being useless and idle (as Hofmann 
objects), that it, on the contrary, excludes everything that is selfish, vain, 
fanatical, and the like. Chrysostom says rightly: ad rie ydpiroe tod 
mvebuatoc, dyoiv, gdovrec K.7.A.; Comp. Oecumenius: da tHe rapa Tov dyiov 
mvebpatog dobeion, yapitoc, also Estius and Steiger. Hofmann’s view is 
erroneous: that @dew & tw means to sing of something, thus making the 
grace experienced the subject-matter of the songs. This it does not mean 
even in the LXX. Ps. exxxviii. 5, where 3 is taken in a local sense. 
The subject-matter of the singing would have been expressed by an accu- 
sative (as pjvw deve), or with eic.2 Inappropriate as to sense (since the 


1As in the Vulgate, and by Luther. tolerable sense, but that it is foreign to the” 
4 Nevertheless, Holtzmann, p. 164, adopts _ linguistic usage of Paul (no, it is foreign to 
the linguistically quite incorrect explanation _ all linguistic usage). 
of Hofmann: he thinks that it alone yields a 
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discourse concerns singing in the heart) is the view of others: with grace- 
fulness... Even though the singing in publie worship were spoken of, the 
injunction to sing gracefully, and especially with the emphasis of being 
placed first, would touch on too singular an element. Anselm, and in 
more modern times BUhmer, Huther, de Wette, and Bleek take it: with 
thankfulness, in which case the article, which Bleek rejects (see the critical 
remarks), would denote not the gratitude already required in ver, 15 (so 
Huther), but that which is due. But the summons to general thanks- 
giving towards God (in ver. 15, grateful conduct was meant by ebydp. yiv.) 
only follows in ver. 17; andinasmuch as the interpretation which takes 
it of the divine grace is highly suitable both to the connection and to the 
use of the article (which sets forth the yépic as a conception formally set 
apart), and places an admirably characteristic element in the foreground, 
there is no reason for assuming here a call to thanksgiving —As év raic¢ 
kapd. iz. Was contrasted with the preceding oral singing, so is 76 Océ 
contrasted with the destination for others ; the still heart-singer sings to 
God. It is just for this reason that the otherwise superfluous 76 Océ is 
added. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 28. 

Ver. 17. The apostle having announced in ver. 16 the first way in which 
the abundant indwelling of the word of Christ must manifest itself by év 
néon copia diddoxovtec . . . xvevuarcxoic, and having set forth as the second the 
év tH yapire adovrec x.7.2., now adds the third, and that, indeed, as one 
embracing the entire conduct of life; the kai, and, attaches it to the 
two participial clauses in ver. 16, not, however, introducing another 
participial mode of expression conformed to the foregoing, but leading 
over, through the verb to be supplied, into the direct form of discourse : 
And whatsoever ye do by word or by work, do all in the name of Jesus. The 
nav 6, Te dv Toure... Epyw is the absolute nominative, placed at the begin- 
ning with rhetorical emphasis, and syntactically independent,?—év Adyw 
év épyy| Comp. Aesch. Prom, 659: ti xpi) Spivr’ h Aéyovra daipoow mpdaaew 
gida. See Pflugk, ad Eur. Hec. 373: “ Dictis factisque omnis continetur 
actio.” For instances of Adyoc and épyov associated in that order and 
conversely, see Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 3.6; Lobeck, Paral. p. 64 
f.—xévra] again emphatically prefixed, not, however, taking up again the 
previous ray, but rather: in the case of everything which is done by word 
or ‘deed, all is to take place in the name of Jesus; no element of the 
doing is to be out of this sphere! The imperative roire is to be supplied 
from the context. Comp. on Eph. vy. 21.—é» dvéu.] Not: with invocation 
of (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Melanchthon, and others), 
but: so that the name is the holy moral element, in which the action 


1So0 Theophylact (who, however, permits a 2See Kiihner, II. 1, p. 42; Winer, p. 531 [E. 
choice between this and the true explana- _T. 574]. 
tion), Erasmus, Luther, Melanchthon, (“sine %Paul, as is well known, is fond of placing 
confusione, evcxnudvws”), Castalio, Calvin, close beside each other different forms of mas 
Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Cornelius a Lapide, with differentreferences. See Wilke, Rhetor, 
Weistein, Bengel,and others, including Bahr, _p. 381; comp. also on Phil. iy. 12. 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Schenkel, Reiche. 
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proceeds, inasmuch, namely, as this name, as the sum of the faith which 
moulds the new life, fills the consciousness, and gives to the action its 

- specific Christian quality and consecration. "Ev Xpior@ "Iyoot would not 
be substantially different. Comp. on Eph. vy. 20; Phil. ii. 10; John xiv. 
13. “Illum sapiat, illum sonet, illum spiret omnis vestra vita,” Erasmus. 
The ideal character of the requirement is misapprehended, when, with 
Cornelius a Lapide, it is lowered to a mere consilium. See, on the con- 
trary, Calovius—ebyap. 76 Oc «.7.A.) [XXXVIII f.] accompanying 
definition : whilst ye at the same time give thanks, etc. Comp. év evyapioria 
in ii. 7, iv. 2, i. 12; Phil. iv. 6. In the apostle’s view, there belongs 
essentially to the devoutness of Christian Jife the self-expressing piety of 
thankfulness for all Christian bliss, in the consciousness, assurance, and 
experience of which one does everything in the name of Jesus. Since 
ebyap. denotes thanksgiving, Grotius ought not to have taken the participle 
in a declaratory sense (“ quid sit in nomine Christi omnia facere et loqui’’); 
a misinterpretation, which Hofmann rightly rejects, but substitutes 
another explanation which neglects the verbal import’ of ebyapcoreiv : 
namely, that Paul declares the doing here required to be a thanksgiving, ete., 
doing, which is practical thanks. Eiyapwrety is never in the N. T. 
equivalent to ydépw arodovva, gratias referre—rarpi] Father of Jesus —d’ 
avtov] For Jesus, as the personal historical mediator of Messianic bliss 
through the work of atonement, is therewith for the Christian conscious- 
ness the mediator of thanksgiving ; He it is, through whose benefit the Chris- 
tian can and does give thanks. Comp. Rom. i. 8, vii. 25, al. Hence in Eph. 
v.20: év dvéuare «7.2. Both the thought and expression were so habitually 
in use and belonged so essentially to the circumstances of the case, that 
the hypothesis of a contrast to the mediation of angels (Theodoret, Bengel, 
and many others, including Bahr) is unfounded, more especially seeing 
that the entire context has no polemical reference. 

Ver. 18 to iv.1.1 [On Vv. 18-25, see Note XX XIX. page 376.] In- 
structions for the different portions of the household. [XXXIXa.] Why 
Paul should have given to the churches such a table of household rules 
only in this Epistle and in that to the Ephesians (comp. also 1 Tim. and 
Tit.), must be left wholly undecided (Chrysostom exhausts himself in 
conjectures). They are not polemical; but possibly, in the presence of a 
theosophico-ascetic atmosphere, the practical rules of healthy domestic 
life seemed to him the more seasonable. They do not contain traces of a 
later development of church-life (Holtzmann). The circumstance that 


1This domestic eode is held by Holtzmann 
to be an insertion of the interpolator from 
Eph. vy. 21-vi. 9. He groundlessly questions 
the genuineness of the expressions evapeoros, 
adiucecy, peOiGerv, taorns, TO Sixacov, amAoTns THS 
kapdias, and even appeals to the use of avépw- 
maperkos, avtamrddoo.s, and the formula ro 
kupi» Xpist@ SovAevew as direct evidence 
against its Pauline origin. Might not, how- 


ever, the word dv@pwrdpecxos have been ” 


sufficiently familiar to Paul from the LXX. 
(Ps. liii. 5) and otherwise (Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 621), and have been used by him in the two 
parallel epistles? Is not avtaméSoots a term 
in general use since Thucydides? Is not “to 
serve the Lord Christ” a Pauline idea,and even 
(comp. Rom. xvi. 18) literal expression? The 
danger of a petitio principii only too easily 
steals upon even the cautious and sober critie 
in such points of detail. He finds what he seeks. 
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the precepts for the several forms of domestic society uniformly (vv. 18, 
20, 22 ff.) begin with the subordinate party, as also at Eph. v. 21 ff., is to be 
regarded as having occurred without any set purpose; the idea of obedience 
was primarily present to the writer’s mind. If Paul’s aim had been to 
counteract the abuse of Christian freedom and equality, or in other words, 
perverse desires for emancipation, he would not have considered so 
weighty a purpose sufficiently met by the mere mode of arrangement, | 
but would have entered upon the matter itself (in opposition to Huther 
and de Wette); and this we should have to assume that he would have 

done also in the event of his having had in view an attitude of resistance 
on the part of those bound to obedience as the thing most to be feared (in 
opposition to Hofmann). Just as much might such an attitude be a thing 
to be feared from the stronger party. Respecting the nominatives in the 
address, see especially Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 172 A.—dc davjjxev] not 
the perfect (with present signification), as Huther thinks and Bleek does 
not disapprove, but the imperfect, which has its logical reference in the év 
xupiw to be connected with it: as was fitting in the Lord, i.e. as was becom- 
ing in the relation of the év Xpio76 eiva: (Philem. 8), as was appropriate to 
the Christian state, but had not yet been in this way realized. The 
imperfect (comp. Acts xxii. 22) denotes, therefore, as also in yp#v and éer, 
the incomplete condition, which extends even into the present.!. We 
are not to think of an omission of av; see Kiihner, l.c. The connection 
of év xupio with indraccecfe (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Estius, Rosen- 
miller, Hofmann, and others)—in which case Hofmann imparts into é¢ 
avpxev the abstract idea: as was already in itself fitting—is opposed by the 
position of the words themselves, as well as by the parallel in ver. 20: 
evdpeotov éotiv év Kupiw. 

Ver. 19. Comp. Eph. v. 25 ff., where this love is admirably characterized 
according to its specifically Christian nature.—uxpaiveode] become not 
embittered, description of a spitefully cross tone and treatment. 

Ver. 20 f. Comp. Eph. vi. 1-4, where likewise is given a characteristic 
development in fuller detail of what is here only succinctly stated.—xara 
xavra not to be restricted; for Paul is quoting the rule, that which holds 
good principaliter in the relation of children, while possible exceptional 
cases obviously come under the principle of obeying God rather than man 
(Oecumenius : diya rap ei¢ acéBevay gepdvtwv). Comp. Eph. v. 24.—evdpeordv 
éorw év kvpiy] In connection with this reading (see the critical remarks), 
to supply r@ 9c to eidp. is arbitrary (in opposition to de Wette and 
Baumgarten-Crusius), since this is not suggested by the context as in 
Rom. xii. 1, 2; nor is év xvpiw to be taken as instead of the dative (Flatt, 
Bihr, Bleek), or in the sense: coram Domino (Bohmer), but rather as in 
ver. 18. We have to leave eidp. without any other more precise definition 


1See Kihner, II. 1, p. 176 f.; Bernhardy, p. Mos. Il. p.135. Comp. mixpds diaxetobar mpds 
373. Similarly, Winer, p. 254 [E. T. 270]. teva, Polyb. iv. 14.1; LXX. Ex. xvi. 20; Ruth 
Comp. also Buttmann, p. 187 [E. T. 216]. i. 20; 3 Esdr. iv. 31; éumxpaiverOat tn, 
2Plat. Legg. v. p. 731 D; Dem. 1464. 18: prjre Herod. y. 62. 
mixpaivecOar pyre pynoixaxety. Philo, Vit. 
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than what is contained in év «vp., so that it is affirmed of childlike 
obedience, that it is well-pleasing, and that indeed not in a worldly fashion 
apart from Christ, odk ad ric gboewe jdvng (Chrysostom), but in a definite 
Christian character; consequently the Christian ethical beauty, in which 
the dixaov (Eph. vi. 1) of that virtue manifests itself. Comp. zpoogAq in _ 
Phil. iv. 8. It would be a perfectly groundless violence to couple, with 
Hofmann, év «vpie with traxotere tT. y. x. @., notwithstanding the clause 
which is introduced by yép.—Ver. 21. oi rarépec] they, and not the mothers, 
are addressed as holding the government of the household, also in 
reference to education. Comp. on Eph. vi. 4.—épedi{ere] XX XIX D.] 
irritate, very frequent in the classics and LXX., especially in connection 
with anger, as here (comp. Eph. vi. 4). This irritation takes place through 
unjust or over-severe (éoriy érov Kai ovyyxopelv dgeidere, Chrysostom) treat- 
ment, which the child, provoked thereby to anger, must bear without 
being able to get satisfaction for its injured sense of justice ; whereby it 
becomes liable to a spiritless and sullen, and therefore immoral, resig- 
nation, a despair paralyzing all moral power of will; hence iva 4) abyoow. 
This verb is only found here in the N. T., but frequently in LXX., also 
Judith vii. 22; 1 Macc. iv. 27; and in classic writers from the time of 
Thucydides (v. 91.1, vu. 21, al.). Its opposite is 6apjew. Bengel aptly 
says: ‘‘fractus animus pestis juventutis.” 

Ver. 22. [XXXIX ¢.] Comp. Eph. vi. 5 ff The minuteness with 
which Paul enters into this point in comparison with the others, may 
naturally have been caused by the flight and conversion of Onesimus, who 
was a Colossian slave—roi¢ kata odpxa xvpiow] the masters, who are so 
after a fleshly manner, 7. e. in respect to material-human nature; a descrip- 
tion, which presupposes another relation belonging to the higher pneu- 
matic sphere, in which, namely, Christ is (ver. 24) the master. Comp. 
Rom. ix. 3.—p?) év dg@adpu. &¢ avOpordp.] See on Eph. vi. 6. The obedi- 
cence of Christian slaves becomes men-pleasing, and, to appearance, eye-ser-_ 
vice, when it is not subordinated to, and normally conditioned by, the fear 
-of Christ (2 Cor. v. 11) as the higher Master. See below, where é» dzAér. 
xapdiac (see on Eph. vi. 5) corresponds to the év dg@aAuodovd., and doBobu. 7. 
kbpiov to the a¢ avOpwrdp. Eye-service presupposes insincerity of heart, 
and men-pleasing takes for granted a want of the fear of Christ. Comp. 
on the latter, Gal. i. 10. 

Ver. 23 f. More precise explanation of the év drAér. Kapd., doBobu. T. Kop. 
just required.—roujre] in your service—éx yuvyic] pera ebdvoiac, py wera 
dovaunye avaynyc, aAAG peTd éevdepiac Kai mpoapécewc, Chrysostom. Comp. 
on Eph. vi. 6.—épyafeote] execute, carry out, not equivalent to roveite, but 
correlative with it, hence also not in the narrower sense: labor (as e.g. in 
Xen. Occ. iii. 4 with reference to slaves)—é¢ +6 «vp.] Point of view of the 
épyat.; this is to be regarded as taking place for Christ, rendered as a ser- 
vice to Him. Comp. Eph. vi. 6 f. And the relation to the human 
masters, to whom the slaves belong, is in this higher aspect of the service 
thrown so much into the background as not to be taken into account at 
all, in accordance with the principle that no man can serve two masters ; 
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hence oix is not relatively, but absolutely negative. Respecting the con- 
trast of avép. and Xpioréc, see on Gal. i. 1—eidéree «.7.4.] Ground of the 
obligation in one’s own consciousness for the é¢ 76 Kupio «. obdk avOp.: 
since ye know that ye shall receive from the Lord, etc. On eidérec, comp. iv. 
1.—4rd xvpiov, excluding the human recompense, stands first with empha- 
sis, and axé (on the part of) denotes, not expressly the direct giving (rapé), 
through which the recompense is received, but generally the éssuing, pro- 
ceeding from the Lord, who is the possessor and bestower, although the 
receiving of the recompense at the judgment will be in reality direct (Eph. 
vi. 8; 2 Tim. i. 18). Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 23; Winer, p. 347 [E. T. 370] — 
7H¢ KAnpov.] In the Messianic «Aypovouia, 7.e.in the future possession of 
eternal bliss (see on Gal. iii. 18; Eph. i. 11; Col. i. 12; Rom. iy. 18), the 
reward consists. The motive for its purposely-chosen designation by this 
particular term lies in the fact, that in human relations slaves are not 
usually heirs, comp. Gen. xxi. 10. Hence also this closing word, next to 
the azd «vp., has special emphasis: from the Lord ye shall receive the 
recompense of the inheritance. Comp. as to substance, Ignat. ad Polye. 4: 
twa Kpeittovog éEheviepiag axd Os0d Tiywow.J—rO Krpiw X. dovdebere] without 
yap (see the critical remarks) embraces succinctly the whole summary of 
the Christian duty of slaves in accordance with the principle already laid 
down in the dc 76 xupiw x. ovk avbpdézoic; XpiorS is not to be taken as 
appositionally equivalent to éc¢ écre Xpioré¢ (Hofmann), but in accordance 
with the quite common usage; hence: to the Lord Christ be serviceable! 
It is properly rendered thus imperatively in the Vulgate; also by Ewald, 
Dalmer, Schenkel, and Bleek. [XXXIX d.] The whole significant 
emphasis lies upon 7 «vp. Xpior6; His slaves they are to be in the rela- 
tion of human service. Where the ydp is regarded as not genuine,’ the 
indicative interpretation (the usual one) makes the utterance—which, 
moreover, would be superfluous after ver. 23—vapid, especially without 
the addition of an obrw-. 

Ver. 25. Ground of encowragement (yap, see the critical remarks) to fulfill 
the precept 76 xvp. X. dovietere: for he who does wrong shall carry off (the 
penal recompense of) what wrong he has done,—a locus communis, of which 
the slaves were to make the application, that the unjust treatment which 
they experienced from their masters would not go unpunished ; hence they 
could not but feel themselves the more encouraged to be in their relation 
of servitude slaves of no other than Christ, and to permit no unjust treat- 
ment to make them deviate from that principle. Paul therefore adds for 
their further encouragement :* kai ob« éore mpoowrodAmpia, [XX XIX e.] and 


10n avrarédoots (only found here in the 
N. T.), comp. Thue. iy. 81. 1 (where, however, 
the sense is different); Plut. Mor. p. 72 F; 
Polyb. vi. 5. 3, xx. 7. 2, xxxii. 13. 6; passages 
from Diod. Sic. in Munthe’s Obss. p. 390; 
and from the LXX. in Schleusner, I. p. 296; 
also avtarddoua in Rom. xi. 9. 

2The decisive preponderance of the wit- 
nesses omitting this yap renders it quite im- 


possible to uphold it by subjective criticism 
(in opposition to Hofmann), proceeding on the 
supposition that its omission may be traced 
to an artificial combination of ideas, which is 
imputed to the copyists. Just as little is the 
Recepta 6¢ (instead of ydp) in ver. 25 to be de- 
fended. 

8 Hofmann finds it incredible that Paul 
should have closed the section referring to 
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there is no partiality, of which likewise general proposition the intended 
application is, that in that requital the impartial Judge (Christ, comp. ver. 
24) will not favor the masters, and will not injure the slaves, comp. Eph. 
vi. 9. The correct view is held substantially by Theodoret, Beza, Calvin, 
Estius, Zachariae, Ewald, and others. Others have understood 6 ad:xév 
as referring to the slave who violates his duty, in which case décxeiv is taken 
either in the strict sense of the trespass of him who intentionally injures his 

"master (Hofmann, comp. Philem. 18), or loosely and generally in the 
sense of doing wrong, comp. Rey. xxii. 11 (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Ben- 
gel, Heinrichs, Storr, Flatt, Steiger, and others). But against this view 
the «. ov« gore mpoowroA. may be decisively urged, which assumes that the 
subject to be punished is higher, of superior rank ; for the idea which has 
been imported into the passage is purely fanciful: ‘“ Tenues saepe putant, 
sibi propter tenuitatem ipsorum esse parcendum ; id negatur,” Bengel, in 
connection with which Theophylact appeals to Ley. xix. 15. And if on 
account of ov« fore mpoowrod. the unjust masters must be taken as meant 
by 6 daduxév in the application of the sentence, the reference to .both 
parties, to the masters and the slaves (Erasmus, Grotius, and others, includ- 
ing Bahr, Huther, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Bleek, following Jerome and 
Pelagius), is thereby excluded, since rpocwrod. is appropriate only to the 
masters.—xoicerar] shall carry off for himself (sibi), refers to the Messianic 
judgment, and #dixyoe to that which he, who is now adcxédv ( present), has 
(shall have) then done.. On the expression xouifeofa: «.7.2., used to express 
the idea of a recompense equivalent to the deed in respect of its guilt, 
comp. Eph. vi. 8, and on 2 Cor. v. 10—Respecting rpocwroAnvia, see on 
Gal. ii. 6. 


Notes spy AMERICAN EDITor. 
XXXVI. Vv. 1-4. 


(a) The second part of the transition passage is found at the beginning of this 
chapter, vv. 1-4, (see Note xxxv. a.). These verses are introductory to the par- 
ticular and special exhortations which follow.—(b) Meyer maintains here, as in 
ii. 12, that “the being risen with Christ is not meant in the sense of the regener- 
ate moral life, but as the relation of real participation in the resurrection of 
Christ.” The explanation of the word ovvyyép¥ere, however, is to be deter- 
mined, (1) by its contrast with deJdvere (ii. 20); which is declared to bea 
dying to the oroyeia; (2) by the fact that ovvyyépdyre, in ii. 12, is connected 


the slaves with a proposition couched in 
such general terms as ver. 25, which applies 
not to the slaves, but to the masters. This, 
however, is an erroneous yiew. For in vy. 
22-24 the apostle has instructed the slaves 
regarding their active bearing in service, and 
he is now, in the general proposition of yer. 
25, suggesting for their reflection and delibe- 


rate consideration the proper soothing and 
elevating point of view regarding their passive 
bearing in service also. Thus ver. 25 also 
applies to the slaves, and forms merely the 
transition to the precept for the masters 
in iv. 1. This applies also in opposition 
to the doubts expressed by Holtzmann, 
p. 44 f. 
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with faith and with a deliverance from sins; (3) by the evident reference of the 
exhortations which follow to things relating to the development of the regenerate 
moral life; (4) by a comparison with the strikingly similar passage in Rom. vi. 
2 ff. All these points favor the view that the rising to the new spiritual life is 
meant. Alf. speaks of this explanation as “siultifying the sentence”; “for if 
the participation were an ethical one,” he says, ‘what need to exhort them to its 
ethical realization?” The true view of the meaning is—as in Rom. vi. and viii. 
—that as, according to the idea and doctrine of the Christian life, every believer 
is, at his conversion and baptism, raised to a new spiritual life—having died to 
sin,—he is to be exhorted to conform his actual living, in all respects, to this idea. 
So far from stultifying the sentence—this is a mode of exhortation which all 
Christian teachers adopt, and which Paul himself uses in several of his Epistles. 
—(c) This rising to a new life is here, as in Rom. vi., described as a being raised 
with Christ, and the verb is put in the aor. tense, and in the compound form with 
ovv, because, by his faith and baptism, the union of the Christian with Christ 
becomes so close and complete, that it is as if he had actually died upon the cross 
with Him and had been actually raised with Him. The representation is, thus, 

a figurative one. The real physical resurrection of the believer, which is ae 
result of Christ’s resurrection, belongs to the future. 

(d) The “ things above” are the things which belong to the spiritual, heavenly 
life. The principles and characteristics of the life of the kingdom of God have 
their origin in heaven and descend, as it were, out of heaven into this world. 
These things are spoken of here in their perfection and consummation, and in 
their widest extent, and thus include all that belongs to the idea of the per- 
fected heavenly life, on which the Christian is to set his whole mind, in contrast 
to earthly things. He is, accordingly, to lay aside all evil and to put on all good, 
—to have love, which is the bond of perfectness,—to be a new man in the image 
of God,—to look forward to the future glory.—(e) Ver. 3 gives a reason for ver. 
2. This reason includes a repeated dretdvere and the statement 7 (v7 k.7.A. 
These latter words must therefore set forth, in some sense, a contrast to the idea of 
that to which they had died. The old life was an earthly one, related to and occu- 
pied with outward things and unspiritual desires and actions. The new life is a 
hidden one, having its centre and spring with Christ in God, and only to be man- 
ifested in all its glory when Christ Himself shall be manifested at the end. In 
view of this fact, the Christian should not give himself to the earthly things, but 
the heavenly. Zo7 refers, thus, to the soul-life which rests in Christ and is to be 
realized in its consummation hereafter. 


XXXVI. Vv. 5-11. 


(a) The more detailed development of the exhortation ¢poveire Ta Gvw now 
follows in a paragraph vy. 5-17, which is divided into two half-paragraphs: vv. 
5-11 giving the negative, and vv. 12-17 the positive side: the former passing 
over towards the Jatter in vy. 10, 11—(d) As they had died with Christ, they 
should (on the negative side) put to death all that was inconsistent with the new 
life. This is expressed, at the beginning of the half-paragraph, by vexpaoate ra 
pean ta eri tHe yc. That pédy here means the members, only so far as they 
are used in the service of sin (Rom. vi. 13, 19), is evident from the following 
words (xopveiay «.7.A.), and also from the fact that Paul never represents the 
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cia or the péAy as evil in themselves. It is only when sin, as a master, rules 
them, and employs them as its instruments, that evil comes in. From this fact it 
seems probable, that in the phrase ta éxl r7¢ yij¢ there is, at least, an intima- 
tion of the idea of this sinful use; and so, that the same idea is, in some degree, 
connected with the same words in ver. 2—a point which may be regarded as con- 
firming, in its measure, the reference of the “being raised,” etc., to the new 
spiritual life. 

(c) The connection of covetousness and sins of unchastity with each other, and 
of both of them with idolatry, is set forth in several places in Paul’s writings ; 
see Eph. v. 5; 1 Cor. v. 10, 11; 1 Thess. iv. 3-6 (?); Rom. i. 20-29. In the 
chief passage relating to the whole subject (Rom. i. 20 ff.), the sins of unchastity 
are presented as the first and great outgrowth of the idolatry of the heathen. 
Here, on the other hand, covetousness is spoken of as idolatry—the word idolatry 
having, however, a somewhat more specific sense. Lightf. and some others sepa- 
rate the words mopveiav «.7.A. from Ta “éAy, and make them depend on the 
idea of a7éSece of ver. 8, the construction being changed or made irregular by 
the intervening of other clauses. But it is more Pauline and, on the whole, more 
simple to make them appositional with yé47, as Meyer does.——(d) The words 
émt Tove viovce tHe ameveiag at the end of ver. 6, which are found in T. R. and 
retained by Meyer, R. V., Rid., Ell., de W., are rejected by Tisch., Treg., Alf., W. 
& H., Lightf., and others. If they are omitted, oi¢ is neuter; if retained, it is 
masculine. In either case Totrove is neuter. Comp. Rom. i. 18 ff., with respect 
to opy7 Geov and its coming upon sin. 

(e) The view of Meyer with regard to dmexdvoduevor x.7.A. is strongly sup- 
ported by the first and fourth considerations which he presents: namely, the fact 
that the verbs wevdecSe and atédeo¥_ are present, while the two participles are 
in the aorist, and the fact that the exhortation of ver. 12 is introduced by od». 
It is supported, also, by the correspondence, if the words are understood in this 
way, between these participles and e droddavere, ourmyépdyre, of ii, 20, iii. 1, as 
related to the exhortations there given. The comparison with Eph. iv. 22-24 
cannot properly be urged against this view and in favor of making these words a 
part of the command in petdeode, or an independent one, because the arrangement 
of the sentence in the passage is different in the points which are vital to this 
particular question. The participial clauses, accordingly, must be understood as a 
ground or motive, as Meyer says, for the whole aéJeoe . . . dAApdove. They 
do not belong to webdeode alone. . 

(f) The participle avaxawvoiyevov is a descriptive or characteristic participle, 
describing the new man with reference to that progressive renewal which is incon- 
sistent with the non-laying-aside of all the evils mentioned—(g) kar’ eixéva is 
probably to be joined with avaxai., not (as Meyer) with éxiyvwor, This is in- 
dicated by a comparison with Eph. iv. 24, and by the general intimations of the 
N. T. respecting the conformity of the new life to God and the Divine life. The 
explanation of Meyer seems artificial and is not made necessary by the position 
of the words. The full knowledge here spoken of is to be understood in accord- 
ance with the suggestions of the several passages in which this word occurs in 
this Ep. and in Eph. (Col. i. 10, ii. 2; Eph. i. 17, iv. 18). It is the knowledge of 
God and of truth, to which the progress of the new life bears the man onward as the 
end to be reached.—(h) In Gal. iii. 28, where the words of ver. 11 are found in 
nearly the same form, they occur most naturally in the course of an argument 
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against Judaizers, who would limit the Divine plan by national boundaries. 
Here, the reason of their use is less evident. The explanation given by Meyer, 
“ where all the separating diversities have ceased, by which those phenomena of 
malevolence and passion mentioned in ver. 8 were occasioned and nourished,” is 
hardly satisfactory. The phenomena in question were not occasioned so exclu- 
sively by these diversities as to make it natural to bring the latter forward with 
so much prominence. It would seem not improbable, that there may be some 
special reference to the views of the Colossian errorists, whose system was exclu- 
sive—both on its Jewish and Gnostic side—with reference to Gentiles, or to those 
of more barbarous and uncultured regions, and in opposition to whom Christ is 
now set forth as everything in the new life, just as He is elsewhere declared to be 
head of all angelic powers in whom they professed to believe. 


XXXVI. Vy. 12-17. 


(a) Vy. 12-17 present (see above) the more special exhortations on the posi- 
tive side; the introductory ody referring to vv. 10,11 which thus form, as 
already stated, a transition passage. If Meyer’s view of rarecvogpoctvn is cor- 
rect, as it probably is, it will be noticed that all the virtues which the readers are 
exhorted to put on are those which have reference to their relations to one 
another, until the end of ver. lia. The év évi cépate of the close of ver. 15 
suggests the same thought, and it is again brought out in 165. 17, and also in the 
following verses, 18—iv. 1, which set forth the mutual obligations of husbands and 
wives, etc. This peculiar prominence given to these relations may, perhaps, in- 
dicate a ground of the insertion of the words of ver. 11; additional to the one 
referred to in the notes on that verse.—(b) mpaityta here means gentleness (so 
also Meyer), rather than meekness, as it does also in 1 Cor. iv. 21; 2 Tim. ii, 25.— 
(c) The view of Meyer with respect to the supply of a participle, and not a verb, 
after tueic of ver. 13, is hardly to be accepted. It makes the sentence less bur- 
densome to supply a verb, and then to add in thought a new évdioaote before 
tiv ayarnv of ver. 14.—(d) With respect to the word fpafebev the following 
points are worthy of notice: (1) It is a peculiar word, not used in this simple 
verbal form elsewhere in Paul’s writings or in the N. T. (2) The corresponding 
noun @pafeiov, found in 1 Cor. ix. 24; Phil. iii. 14, has its full and legitimate 
meaning in both cases. The compound verb used in ii. 18 has an element of the 
same meaning, though not the exactness of the sense which the derivation would 
suggest. (3) The reference in the preceding context is to feelings which work 
out towards others, and which conflict with each other in the soul. (4) The 
words év éi o@pate point to a unity which would be secured by the exercise of 
the one sort of feelings and excluded by the other. These considerations favor 
the assigning to fpafevérw of its strict sense—act as umpire or judge, as be- 
tween conflicting emotions, ete—(e) év iviv (ver. 16) is better understood in the 
sense within you, than in you as a church, as Meyer takes it. The é tai¢ 
xapdiasc, which precedes and follows, suggests the former meaning, though these 
words are not, indeed, in the same clause, and év doy oogia favors it. év tyir, 
in such cases, is generally equivalent to in animis vestris. 

(f) That the words parpoic . . . rvevuarixaic are to be connected with diddoxovre¢ 
«.r.A. is indicated by the insertion of é ydprre before Gdovrec, and also by the 
corresponding passage in Eph. v. 19. In Eph., however, they are suggested in a 
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more natural connection—the outbreaking of song being the result of the work- 
ing of the Divine Spirit upon the emotional nature apparently, (comp. the con- 
trast with vedioxeo3e oivy in that passage). The suggestion here may be, pos- 
sibly, of song as accompanying the teaching, etc., with all wisdom; but such 
teaching may even have been conveyed, at times, by this means. If the word of 
Christ dwelt in them richly, all their utterances, even those of emotion and 
praise, might become instructive and helpful in their relations to one another.—(g) 
ebyapiorowvrec (ver. 17)—The emphasis which Paul lays upon thankfulness in the 
Epistle, placing it at the end of his exhortations, ete., is very noticeable. Comp. 
i. 12; ii. 7; iii, 15; iv. 2. It should abound in all their walk and growth in the 
Christian life; it should accompany every prayer; it should attend upon their 
actions and their words, as they did their work for Christ ; it should go out joy- 
fully to God, as He made them fit to share in the inheritance of the saints. 


XXXIX. Vv. 18—25. 


(a) This passage (iii. 18-iv. 1) sets forth the duties of the Christian life— 
which have been urged upon the readers comprehensively in iii. 1-4, and more 
in detail in iii. 12-17—in particular domestic and social relations. In the similar 
passage Eph. v. 21-vi. 9, they follow a similar exhortation with respect to speak- 
ing to one another in psalms, etc., and giving thanks to God through Christ, but 
the words “subjecting yourselves to one another in the fear of Christ” are placed 
after “giving thanks,” etc. These duties are, accordingly, made a part of that 
general subjection to one another which is the duty of all Christians. This fact 
is to be borne in mind in the interpretation of the individual exhortations. The 
tendency to excess in pressing the doctrine of Christian liberty and equality at 
that early period, so as to interfere with the subordinations to which society had 
been accustomed, must also be considered—(b) In connection with the general 
subjection of every one to every other, the exact correspondence in the duties ‘of 
the two parties in the several cases should be observed. The child, for example, 
is no more under obligation to obey the father, than the father is not to proyoke 
or fret the child. The whole matter is so presented as to remove all mere earthly 
and governmental ideas of subjection, and to make all the relations simply rela- 
tions of self-surrendering love-—(c) The suggestion made by some writers, that 
the case of Onesimus led Paul to speak especially, and so fully, of slaves, seems 
improbable when we consider the parallel passage in Eph., the similar one in 1 
Pet. ii, 18—iii. 7, and the allusion to slaves in Tit. ii. 9 ff, and also when we ob- 
serve the evident intention to refer to the prominent relationships of domestic 
life—(d) dovdebere (ver. 24), which Meyer takes as an imperative, is perhaps 
better regarded as an indicative. Paul reminds the slaves that they are serving 
the Lord Christ, that Christ is the master whom they serve—therefore they should 
do everything as if to Him, and should know that the reward would come.—(e) 
It is noticeable that the words “there is no respect of persons,” which are made 
a ground of urgency in pressing the obligations of duty upon the slaves, in this 
Epistle, are made a similar ground in exhorting masters to fulfill their obliga- 
tions in Eph. vi. 9, 
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CHAPTER IV. 


VER. 1, ovpavoic] Lachm. and Tisch. read otpavé, following A B C x* min. vss. 
Clem. Or. Damase. The plural is from Eph. vi. 9—Ver. 3. di 6] Lachm. reads 
dé? év, following B F G. Not attested strongly enough, especially as after rT. 
Xpcorov the masculine involuntarily suggested itself—Ver. 8. 779 ta rept tur] 
A B D* F G min. Aeth. It., and some Fathers have yrére ra repi judv.. Recom- 
mended by Griesb., received by Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch. 8, approved also by 
Rinek and Reiche ; and rightly, because it has preponderant attestation, and is so 
necessary as regards the context that is must not be regarded as an alteration 
from Eph. vi. 22 (comp. in loc.). The Recepta is to be regarded as having arisen | 
through the omission of the syllable TE before TA.—Ver. 12. Instead of orfre 
Tisch. 8 has orafjre, only on the authority of A* B and some min.—zerAnpopévoc] 
ABC D* F G xy min. have zexAypooopyuévor, Recommended by Griesb., re- 
ceived by Lachm. and Tisch., and justly; the familiar wevAypwp. crept in inyol- 
untarily, or by way of gloss—Ver. 13. (7/0v zodbv] Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. 
Reiche read woAiv xévov, following A B C D** » 80, Copt., while D* F G have 
moAtv kérov, and Vulg. It.: multum laborem. Accordingly the Recepta is at any 
rate to be rejected, and 0/iv révov to be preferred as having decisive attestation ; 
mévov was glossed partly by «érov, partly by CyAov (xéfov and ayéva are also 
found in codd.). Neither ¢jAov nor kérov would have given occasion for a gloss ; 
and in the N. T. xévoc only further occurs in the Apocalypse.—Ver. 15. avrov] A 
CP x min. haye airav; B: airyc. The latter is the reading of Lachm., who 
with B** instead of Nuuoav accents Niydavy. The airav, which is received by 
Tisch. 8, is to be held as original; the plural not being understood was corrected, 
according as the name Nuug, was reckoned masculine or feminine, into atrod or 
» avrac. 


Ver. 1. Ty icérnra] not: equity, for the word signifies aequalitas, not 
aequitas, i.e. éxieixeca (in opposition to Steiger, Huther, de Wette, Ewald, 
Bleek, and most expositors), but: equality,” so that ye, namely, regard and 
treat the slaves as your equals. What is herein required, therefore, is not a 
ee of the master, and in particular not the freedom from moral uneven- 
ness,? which is equivalent to d:catocivy (Hofmann), but a quality of the rela- 
tion, which is to be conceded; it is not at all, however, the equalization 
of the outward relation, which would be a de facto abolition of slavery, but 


is* has yvw te Ta wept vuwv; N** deletes does not pertain to icdrns at all; and faaka as 
the re, and is thus a witness for the Recepta. little to tcos in Soph. Phil. 685, where taos ev 
22 Cor. viii. 13 f.; very often in Plato, Polyb.  y’ ioors avnp is nothing else than par inter 
ii. 38. 8, vi. 8.4; Lucian, Herm. 22, Zeux.5,also pares, namely, to his friends a friend, to his 
the passages from Philo in Wetstein, and the foes a foe. Comp. Schneidewin in loc. At 
LXX. Job xxxvi. 29; Zech. iv. 7. many other passages igos denotes the equality 
3 This conception, coincident with diccrocivn, of right, that which is impartial, and is hence 
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rather the equality, which, amidst a continued subsistence ‘of all the out- 
ward diversity, is brought about in the Christian kowwvia by kindly treat- 
ment. While 7d dixasov (what is right) expresses that which, according to 
the Christian consciousness of right, belongs as matter of right to the slave, 
tiv lodrnra requires the concession of the parity (égalité) implied in the 
Christian a6e2¢éry¢. Paul has in view (in opposition to Hofmann) merely 
Christian slaves (whom he has exhorted in iii. 22 f.); otherwise, in fact, 
the conception of iséry¢ would be not at all appropriate. It is just by the 
Christian status of both parties that he desires to see their inequality in 
other respects ethically counterbalanced. A commentary on tiv ioéryra is 
supplied by Philem. 16. At variance with the context, Erasmus, 
Melanchthon, Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide, BOhmer, and others under- 
stand the equality of impartial treatment, according to which the master 
_ does not prefer one slave to another. This would not in fact yield any defi- 
nite moral character of the treatment in itself, nor would it suit all the 
cases where there is only one slave. As to the middle rapéxyeode (Tit. ii. 
7; Acts xix. 24), observe that it is based simply on the conception of the 
self-activity of the subject; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 97.—eidérec] consciousness, 
that serves as a motive, as in iii. 24.—xai tueic x«.7.A.] Theophylact says 
correctly: domep éxeivor tude, obtw Kai iusic Exere Kbprov, and that in heaven, 
namely Christ. 

Vy. 2-6. [On Vv. 2-6, see Note XL. pages 392, 393.] After having already 
concluded the general exhortations at iii. 17, Paul now subjoins some by 
way of supplement, and that in aphoristic epistolary fashion, concerning 
prayer along with intercession for himself (vv. 2-4), and demeanor towards 
non-Christians (vv. 5, 6). How special was the importance of both under 
the circumstances then existing! [XL a.] 

Ver. 2. To prayer apply yourselves perseveringly ; comp. Rom. xii. 12; 
Eph. vi.18; Acts i. 14; also 1 Thess. v.17: adiateinrwe mpooebyeode, which 
is substantially the same thing. Comp. Luke xviii. 1—ypyyop. év abra] 
modal definition of the zpockaprepeiv: so that ye are watchful (that is, 
alacres, mentally attentive and alert, not weary and distracted, comp. 1. 
Thess. v.6; Eph. vi. 18; 1 Pet. iv. 7, v. 7 f.; Matt. xxvi. 41) in the same. 
év, not to be taken as instrumental, is meant of the business, in the execution 
of which they are to be vigilant, since it is prayer in itself, as an expression 
of the spiritual life, and not as an aid to moral activity, that is spoken of. 
Hence we must not interpret it, with Hofmann, as indicating how Chris- 
tian watchfulness ought to be (namely, a watching in prayer), but rather 
how one ought to be in praying (namely, watchful therein). The point of 
the precept is the praying ; and hence it is continued by Tpooed YoueVvol.— 
év evyap.] accompanying attitude, belonging to ypry. év ait; with thanks- 


often combined with Sixatos (righteous in the 
narrower sense). But todrys is always (even 
in Polyb. ii. 38. 8) equality ; see e. g. Plato, Rep. 
658 C, where it is said of the democracy: io6- 
THTG Tiva omolws ivots Te Kal dvicots Stavénovea, 
that is, it distributes uniformly to equal and 


unequal a certain equality. In such passages 
the conception of égalité comes into view with 
special clearness. Hofmann has explained 
our passage as if iodrys and opaAdrys, Or AecoT Ns 
(levelness), were identical conceptions. 
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giving, amidst thanksgiving, namely, for the benefits already received. 
Comp. i. 12, ii. 7, iii. 17; Phil. iv.6; 1 Thess. v.17. This is the essential 
element of the piety of prayer :! airy yap 4 GAnOuv7 eby) } ed Naploriay éyouca 
trip mdvtev dv icuev kal dv obk iouer, dv ed Exdfouev } eOABouev, Umip tov 
kowav evepyeciov, Theophylact. The combination with 77 xpocevy# xpookapr. : 
(Bohmer, Hofmann) is without ground in the context, although likewise 
suitable as to sense. . 
Ver. 3. Comp. Eph. vi. 19 f—aya cat rept jyu.] while your prayer takes 
place at the same time also (not merely for yourselves, for others, and about 
whatever other affairs, but at the same time also) for us, includes us also. 
This 7juév, not to be referred to Paul alone, like the singular dédewa: subse- 
quently and ver. 4, applies to him and Timothy, i. 1—iva] contents of the 
prayer expressed as its purpose, as in i. 9 and frequently —fipay 7. Adyov] 
{XL 6.] is not equivalent to oréua (Beza, Calvin, Zanchius, Estius, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, and others. comp. Storr and Boéhmer)—a 
singular appellation which Eph. vi. 7 does not warrant us to assume—but 
is rather a figurative way of indicating the thought: unhindered operation 
in the preaching of the gospel. So long as this does not exist, there is not 
opened to the preachers a door for the word, through which they may let 
it go forth*® The xappycia of the preaching (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact), however, lies not in the @ipa and its opening, but in what 
follows. Hofmann incorrectly holds that the closed door is conceived as 
being on the side of those, to whom the preachers wished to preach the word, 
so that it would not enter in. This conception is decidedly at variance with 
the immediately following Aa/7oa «.7.2., according to which the hindrance 
portrayed (the door to be opened) exists on the side of the preachers. 
Moreover, in this iva 6 Oecd x.7.2. the wish of the apostle, as regards his 
own person, is certainly directed to liberation from his captivity (comp. 
Philem. 22), not, however, to this in itself, but to the free working which 
depended onit. It was not the preaching in the prison which Paul meant, for 
that he had ; but he longed after the opening of a 6épa roi Adyov; God was to give 
it to him. Perhaps the thought of liberation suggested to himself the choice 
of the expression. Nor is the plural jyév and juiv, embracing others with 
himself, at variance with this view (as Hofmann holds); for by the 
captivity of the apostle his faithful friend and fellow-laborer Timothy, who 
was with him, was, as a matter of course, also hindered in the freedom of 
working, to which he might otherwise have devoted himself. This was 
involved in the nature of their personal and official fellowship. Observe 
how it is only with dédeva: that Paul makes, and must make, a transition 
to the singular. This transition by no means betrays (in opposition to 
Hitzig and Holtzmann) the words 4? 6 kai dédenat, wa gar. aird to be an 


1But Olshausen incorrectly says: “the — this view the very ver. 3 is decisive, where, in 


prayer of the Christian at all times, in the 
consciousness of the grace which he has ex- 
perienced, can only be a prayer of thanks- 
giving.” He holds the more general mpocevxy 
to be more precisely defined by év evxap. Against 


fact, Paul does not mean a prayer of thanks, 

2Comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 9; 2 Cor. ii. 12; Dion. 
Hal. de vi Dem. p. 1026, 14: ob5é Bupas idwy Ad- 
yos, also Pind. Ol. vi. 44; miAas tyvwv avamer- 
véuev, Bacchyl. fr. xiv. 2. 
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interpolation from Eph. vi. 20. The fact, that Paul elsewhere (Rom. vii. 
2; 1 Cor. vii. 27, 39) has dé in the figurative sense, cannot matter; 
comp., on the contrary, the decuéc and déopcoc which he so often uses.— 
Aadjoa «.7.A.] infinitive of the aim: in order to speak the mystery of Christ. 
The emphasis is on Aadjoar: not to suppress it, but to let it be proclaimed. 
Comp. 1 Cor. ii.6; 2 Cor. iv. 13; 1 Thess. ii. 2—rov Xpurov] genitive of 
the subject, the divine mystery contained in the appearance and redemp- 
tive act of Christ (comp. Eph. iii. 4), in so far, namely, as the divine 
counsel of redemption, concealed previously to its being made known by 
the gospel, was accomplished in Christ’s mission and work (i. 26, ii. 2; 
Eph. i. 9; Rom. xvi. 25). Thus the pvorjpiov of God in ii. 2 is, because 
Christ was the bearer and accomplisher of it, the pvorjpiov Tov Xprotodv.— 
de 8 xat dédeuac] 6’ 6 applies to the pvorfp.; and the whole clause serves to 
justify the intercession desired. When, namely, Paul wishes AaAjoac Td wvornp. 
r. X., he therewith desires that, which is in such sense his entire destination, 
that on account of this mystery—because, namely, he has made it known 
—he also bears his fetters. This «ai is consequently the also of the corres- 
ponding relation, quite common with relatives (Baeumlein, Partik. p. 152). 

Ver. 4. "Iva «.7.4.] cannot, seeing that the preceding iva 6 Oed¢ avoity 
x.t.A. means the free preaching outside of the prison, be dependent either 
on dédeuas (Bengel, Hofmann, comp. Theodoret) or on zposevyéuevor, SO 
that it would run parallel with wa in ver. 3 (Beza, Bahr, de Wette, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Dalmer, and others); it is the aim of the Aadjoa rd por. 
Tt. X.: in order that I may make it manifest (by preaching) as I must 
speak it. Comp. also Bleek, who, however, less simply attaches it already 
to iva 6 Ocd¢ dvoity x.7.A. The significant weight of this clause expressing 
the aim lies in the specification of mode d¢ det we Aadjoar, in which dei 
has the emphasis.. To give forth his preaching in such measure, as it was 
the necessity of his apostolic destiny to do (det)—so frankly and without 
reserve, so free from hindrance, so far and wide from land to land, with 
such liberty to form churches and to combat erroneous teachings, and so 
forth—Paul was unable, so long as he was in captivity, even when others 
were allowed access to him. There is a tragic trait in this d¢ dei we AaAjoar, 
the feeling of the hindered present. [XLe.] The traditional explanation 
is that of Chrysostom: pera roAdje rie mappyoiag Kat undév iroareAduevon, 
namely, in captivity, where Paul longed to speak in the right way (de 
Wette ; so usually), or conformably to higher necessity (Bahr, Huther, comp. 
Beza, 1 Cor. ix. 16), or without allowing himself to be disturbed in his preach- 
ing as apostle to the Gentiles by his imprisonment occasioned by Jewish- 
Christian hostility (Hofmann). But in opposition to the reference of the 
whole intercession to the ministry in prison, see on ver. 3. The wish and 
the hope of working once more in freedom were so necessarily bound up 
in Paul with the consciousness of his comprehensive apostolic task, that 
we can least of all suppose him to have given it up already in Caesarea, 
where he appealed to the emperor. Even in the Epistle to the Philippi- 


ans (i. 25, ii. 24), his expectation is still in fact directed to renewed 
freedom of working. 
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Ver. 5 f. Another exhortation, for which Paul must still have had occa- 
sion, although we need not seek its link of connection with the preceding 
one. Comp. Eph. y. 15 f., where the injunction here given in reference to 
the non-Christians is couched in a general form.—tv oogig] Practical 
Christian wisdom (not mere prudence; Chrysostom aptly quotes Matt. x. 
16) is to be the element, in which their walk amidst their intercourse with 
the non-Christians moves. zpé¢ of the social direction, Bernhardy, p. 
205. As to oi &w, see on 1 Cor. v.12. Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 12—rdv kaipov 
é§ayop.] definition of the mode in which that injunction is to be carried 
out: so that ye make the right point of time your own (see on Eph. v. 16), 
allow it not to pass unemployed. For what? is to be inferred solely from 
the context ; namely, for all the activities in which that same wise demeanor 
in intercourse with the non-Christians finds expression—which, consequently, 
may be according to the circumstances very diversified. Individual limit- 
ations of the reference are gratuitously introduced, such as “ad ejusmodi 
homines meliora docendos,”’ Heinrichs, comp. Erasmus, Beza, Calovius, 
and others, including Flatt and Bohmer; or: “in reference to the fur- 
therance of the kingdom of God,’ Huther, Hofmann. There is likewise 
gratuitously imported the idea of the shortness of time, on account of 
which it is to be well applied (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Castalio, and 
others, including Bahr), as also the view that the «apéc, which signifies 
the aidy oiroc, is not the property of the Christian, but belongs roie¢ é€u, 
and is to be made by Christians their own through good deeds (Theodo- 
ret, comp. Oecumenius), or by peaceful demeanor towards the non-Chris- 
tians (Theophylact). Lastly, there is also imported the idea of an evil 
time from Eph. y. 16, in connection with which expositors have in turn 
lighted on very different definitions of the meaning; e.g. Calvin: “i 


in 
tanta saeculi corruptela eripiendam esse benefaciendi occasionem et cum | 
obstaculis luctandum;” Grotius: “effugientes pericula.”—Ver. 6. 6 Ady. 
iyu.| what ye speak, namely, tpd¢ trois é£w; the more groundless, therefore, 
is the position of Holtzmann, that ver. 6 is a supplement inserted at a 
later place, when it should have properly come in at chap. iii. between 
vy. 8 and 9. éorw is to be supplied, as is evident from the preceding im- 
perative xepirareire—iv ydpit.] denotes that with which their speech is to 
be furnished, with grace, pleasantness.1 This yapivrwg ear of speaking 
(comp. Plato, Prot. p. 344 B, Rep. p. 831 A) is very different from the 
yapiroy2waseiv of Aesch. Prom. 294.—édare qpryu.] seasoned with salt, a figu- 
rative representation of speech as an article of food, which is communi- 
cated. The salt is emblem of wisdom, as is placed beyond doubt by the 
context in ver. 5, and is in keeping with the sense of the following eidévac 
«7.4. (comp. Matt. v.13; Mark ix. 49, 50). As an article of food seasoned 
with salt? is thereby rendered palatable, so what is spoken receives 
through wisdom (in contents and form) its morally attracting, exciting, and 


1Comp. on Luke iv. 22; Ecelus. xxvi. 16, way as to provoke the palate. Soph. Fragm. 
xxxyii. 21; Hom. Od. viii. 175; Dem. 51. 9. 601, Dind.; Athen. ii. p. 68 A; Theoph. de 

2The poets use aptvecv often of articles of odor. 51; Symm. Cant. viii. 2. Hence aprupa, 
food or wines, which are prepared in such a ___ spice. 
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stimulating quality. Its opposite is the stale, ethically insipid (not the 
morally rotten and corrupt, as Beza, BOhmer, and others hold) quality of 
speech, the papov, pwpodoyetv, in which the moral stimulus is wanting. 
The designation of wit by dd¢ (dae) among the later Greeks? is derived 
from the pungent power of salt, and is not relevant here. Moreover, the 
relation between the two requirements, év ydpire and diate jprypévoc, 18 
not to be distinguished in such a way that the former shall mean the good 
and the latter the correct impression (so, arbitrarily, Hofmann); but the 
former depicts the character of the speech more generally, and the latter 
more specially. The good and correct impression is yielded by both.— 
eldévac x.t.A.] taken groundlessly by Hofmann in an imperative sense (see 
on Rom. xii. 15; Phil. iii. 16), is, as if éore stood alongside of it, the 
epexegetical infinitive for more precise definition: so that ye know.’ This 
eidévae (to understand how, see on Phil. iv. 12) is, in fact, just an ability, 
which would not be found in the absence of the previously-described 
quality of speech, but is actually existent through the same.—zéc] which 
may be in very different ways, according to the varieties of individuality 
in the questioners. Hence: évi éxdo7w, “nam haec pars est non ultima 
prudentiae, singulorum habere respectum,” Calvin.—aroxpivecbac] We may 
conceive reference to be made to questions as to points of faith and doc- 
trine, as to moral principles, topics of constitution and organization, his- 
torical matters, and so forth, which, in the intercourse of Christians with 
non-Christians, might be put, sometimes innocently, sometimes malici- 
ously (comp. 1 Pet. iii. 1), to the former, and required answer. Paul does 
not use the word elsewhere. Comp. as to the thing itself, his own exam- 
ple at Athens, Acts xvii.; before Felix and Festus; before the Jews in 
Rome, Acts xxviii. 20, and so forth; and also his testimony to his own 
procedure, 1 Cor. ix. 20-22. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calovius, and others, 
inappropriately mix up believers as included in évi éxéorw, in opposition to 
ver. 5. 

Vv. 7-9. Sending of Tychicus, and also of Onesimus. Comp. on Eph. 
vi. 21 f—By adeAg. Paul expresses the relation of Tychicus as a Christian 
brother generally ; by didxovoc, his special relation as the apostle’s official 
servant, in which very capacity he employs him for such missions; and 
by obvdovaog (i. 7) he delicately, as a mark of honor, places him as to 
official category on a footing of equality with himself; while év kvpiy, be- 
longing to the two latter predicates,’ marks the specific definite character, 
according to which nothing else than simply Christ—His person, word, 
and work—is the sphere in which these relations of service are active. 
Comp. Eph. vi. 21.—ei¢ abto rovro] for this very object, having a retrospec- 
tive reference as in Rom. xiii. 6, 2 Cor. v. 5 (in opposition to Hofmann), 
in order, namely, that ye may learn from him all that concerns me. The fol- 


1Plut. Moral. p. 685 A; Athen. ix. p. 366 C. rated from adeApés, which has its special ad- 
4See Matthiae, 2532f., p. 1235f.; Winer, p. jective. Chrysostom, moreover, aptly re- 
296 [E. T. 316]. marks on the different predicates: ro agé- 


3 dudxovos and avvdovdAos are alsoconnected muarov ovvijyayer. 
by the common attribute mo7és, and sepa- 
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lowing wa ydre ra x. dudv (see the critical remarks) is explicative ; révra 
tu. yrop. ra dde in ver. 9 then corresponds to both. Comp. on Eph. vi. 
22.—xapaxar.] may comfort, in your anxiety concerning me, respecting my 
position. With the reading yr@ ra epi iuav, the reference would be to 
the sufferings of the readers ;'—ovdv "Ovqciuw] belonging to éreuya. As to 
this slave of Philemon, see Introd. to the Epistle to Philemon. Paul 
commends him? as his faithful (xoréc, as in ver. 7, not: having become a 
believer, as Bahr would render it) and beloved brother, and designates him then 
as Colossian, not in order to do honor to their city (Chrysostom, Theophy- 
lact), but in order to bespeak their special sympathy for Onesimus, the 
particulars as to whom, especially as regards his conversion, he leaves to 
be communicated orally —é iuév] As a Colossian he was from among 
them, that is, one belonging to their church. Comp. ver. 12.—ré dde] the 
state of matters here, to which 74 kav’ éué, ver. 7, especially belonged. 

Ver. 10. [On vv. 10-18, see Note XLI. pages 393, 394.] Sending of salu- 
tations down to ver. 14.—Apicrapyoc] a Thessalonian, known from Acts xix. 
29, xx. 4, xxvii. 2, Philem. 24, was with Paul at Caesarea, when the latter 
had appealed to the emperor, and travelled with him to Rome, Acts 
XXVil. 2.—6 cvvarxyudiorig pov] [XLI a.] Obdéy robrov rod éyxwpuiov peilor, 
Chrysostom. In the contemporary letter to Philemon at ver. 24, the 
same <Aristarchus is enumerated among the ovvepyoi; and, on the other 
hand, at ver. 23 Epaphras, of whose sharing the captivity our Epistle 
makes no mention (see i. 7), is designated as ovvatyudiwroc, so that in 
Philem. J. ¢c. the cvva:yud2wroc is expressly distinguished from the mere 
ouvvepyot, and the former is not affirmed of Aristarchus. Hence various 
interpreters have taken it to refer not to a proper, enforced sharing of the 
captivity, but to a voluntary one, it being assumed, namely, that friends of 
the apostle allowed themselves to be temporarily shut up with him in 
prison, in order to be with him and to minister to him not merely as 
visitors, but continuously day and night. Comp. Huther, de Wette, and 
Fritzsche, ad Rom.I. p. xxi. According to this view, such friends changed 
places from time to time, so that, when the apostle wrote our letter, Aris- 
tarchus, and when he wrote that to Philemon, Epaphras, shared his cap- 
tivity. But such a relation could the less be gathered by the readers from 
the mere ovvatyua2wroc (comp. Lucian, As. 27), seeing that Paul himself 
was a prisoner, and consequently they could not but find in ovvarypaa. 
simply the entirely similar position of Aristarchus as a ovvdecuérne (Plat. 
Rep. p. 516 C: Thue. vi. 60. 2), and that as being so at the same time, not, 
as in Rom. xvi. 7, at some earlier period. Hence we must assume that 
now Aristarchus, but when the Epistle to Philemon was written, Epaphras, 
lay in prison at the same time with the apostle,—an imprisonment which 
is to be regarded as detention for trial, and the change of persons in the 
case must have had its explanation in circumstances to us unknown but 


lSeixvvct Kal avTovs év metpacpmots SvTas Kat had happened with Onesimus! Yet Holtz- 
mapakAyjoews xpysovTas, Theophylact, comp. mann holds that of the whole verse only the 
Chrysostom. name Onesimus is characteristic, and reckons 

2And how wisely and kindly, after what the verse to owe its existence to that name. 
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yet, notwithstanding the proximity of the two letters in point of time, 
sufficiently conceivable. It is to be observed, moreover, that as aixyuad, 
always denotes captivity in war (see on Eph. iy. 8; also Luke iv. 18), Paul 
by ovvayz. sets himself forth as a captive warrior (in the service of 
Christ). Comp. ovorpatiéryc, Phil. ii. 25; Philem. 2. Hofmann (comp. 
also on Rom. xvi. 7) is of opinion that we should think “ of the war-cap- 
tive state of one won by Christ from the kingdom of darkness,” so that ovvacy- 
uddwrog would be an appellation for fellow-Christian ; but this is an aber- 
ration, which ought least of all to have been put forth in the presence of 
a letter, which Paul wrote in the very character of a prisoner—Upon 
avewidc, consobrinus, cousin: Herod. vii. 5. 82, ix. 10; Plat. Legg. xi. p. 
925 A; Xen. Anab. vii. 8. 9, Tob. vii. 22, Num. xxxvi. 11; see Andoc. i. 
47; Pollux, ili. 28. Not to be confounded either with nephew (adeAgidodg 
or with dveyddyc, cousin’s son, in the classical writers, aveyod maic. See 
generally, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 506. To take it in a wider sense, like our 
“kinsman, relative’! there is the less reason, seeing that Paul does not 
use the word elsewhere. Moreover, as no other Mark at all occurs in the 
N. T., there is no sufficient ground for the supposition of Hofmann, that 
Paul had by 6 ave. Bapy. merely wished to signify which Mark he meant. 
Chrysostom and Theophylact already rightly perceived that the relation- 
ship with the highly-esteemed Barnabas was designed to redound fo the 
commendation of Mark.—repi ob i2aB. évtod.] in respect of whom (Mark) ye 
have received injunctions *—a remark which seems to be made not without 
a design of reminding them as to their execution. What injunctions are 
meant, by whom and through whom they were given, and whether orally or 
in writing, Paul does not say; but the recalling of them makes it proba- 
ble that they proceeded from himself, and were given dypddw¢ did Tier 
(Oecumenius). Ewald conjectures that they were given in the letter to 
the Laodiceans, and related to love-offerings for Jerusalem, which Mark 
was finally to fetch and attend to. But the work of collection was proba- 
bly closed with the last journey of the apostle to Jerusalem. Others hold, 
contrary to the notion of évroAg, that letters of recommendation are meant 
from Barnabas (Grotius), or from the Roman church (Estius); while others 
think that the following édv &6y «.7.A. forms the contents of évroAde (Calvin 
—who, with Syriac, Ambrosiaster, and some codd., reads subsequently 
déac8a.—comp. Beza, Castalio, Bengel, Bihr, and Baumgarten-Crusius),’ 
a view against which may be urged the plural évroAde and the absence of 
the article. Hofmann incorrectly maintains that rep? ob i248. évrodde is 
to be taken along with édv 20) 7. bu.: respecting whom ye have obtained 


1So0 in Hom. Jl. ix. 464, who, however, also _ bas, which were now no longer to be applied. 


uses it in the strict sense as in x. 519. 

2mepi ov is not to be referred to Barnabas, 
as, following Theophylact and Cajetanus (the 
former of whom, however, explains as if 
map’ o} were read), Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 259 ff., 
has again done. The latter understands un- 
der the évroAds instructions formerly issued 
to the Pauline churches not to receive Barna- 


As if the wapofvoyds of Acts xv. 39 could have 
induced the apostle to issue such an anathema 
to his churches against the highly-esteemed 
Barnabas, who was accounted of apostolic 
dignity! Paul did not act so unjustly and 
imprudently. Comp.,on the contrary, Gal. 
ii. 9 and (notwithstanding what is narrated at 
Gal. ii. 11) 1 Cor. ix. 6, 
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instructions for the case of his coming to you. This the words could not 
mean; for éay £46) x. tu. signifies nothing else than: if he shall have 
come to you, and this accords not with £448, évrod., but only with déaobe 
avrév,' which Hofmann makes an exclamation annexed without connect- 
ing link (that is, with singular abruptness).—éav 246p «.7.4.] Parenthesis; 
Mark must therefore have had in view a journey, which was to bring him 
to Colossae. déyeo#ac of hospitable reception, as often in the N. T. (Matt. 
x. 14; John iv. 45) and in classical authors (Xen. Anab. iv. 8. 23). From 
the circumstance, however, that défacfe stands without special modal defi- 
nition, it is not to be inferred that Paul was apprehensive lest the readers 
should not, without this summons, have recognized Mark (on account of 
Acts xv. 38 f.) as an apostolic associate (Wieseler, Chronol. des apost. 
Zeitalt. p. 567). Not the simple défacfe, but a more precise definition, 
would have been called for in the event of such an apprehension. 

Ver. 11. [XLI6.] Of this Jesus nothing further is known.—ol bvre¢ éx 
mepir. 18 to be attached, with Lachmann (comp. also Steiger, Huther, 
Bleek), to what follows, so that a full stop is not to be inserted (as is 
usually done) after xeg:r. Otherwise oi évre¢ éx tepcr. would be purposeless, 
and the following obra pévo: x.7.2. too general to be true, and in fact at 
_ variance with the subsequent mention of Epaphras and Luke (vv. 12-14). 
It is accordingly to be explained: Of those, who are from the circumcision, 
these alone (simply these three, and no others) are such fellow-laborers for the 
kingdom of the Messiah, as have become a comfort to me. The Jewish-Christian 
teachers, consequently, worked even at Caesarea to a great extent in an 
anti-Pauline sense. Comp. the complaint from Rome, Phil.i. 15,17. The 
nominative oi évre¢ éx wepir. puts the generic subject at the head; but as 
something is to be affirmed not of the genus, but of a special part of it, that 
general subject remains without being followed out, and by means of the 
petaBacre ei¢ pépoc the special subject is introduced with oiro, so that the 
verb (here the eici to be supplied), now attaches itself to the latter. A 
phenomenon of partitive apposition, which is current also in classical 
authors. Hence there is the,less reason for breaking up the passage, 
which runs on simply, after the fashion adopted by Hofmann, who treats 
éx mepiroume obroe pévoc as inserted parenthetically between of dvrec and 
cvvepyot. The complimentary affirmation is to be referred to all the three 
previously named, without arbitrary exclusion of Aristarchus (in opposi- 
tion to Hofmann). At any rate, Caesarea was a city so important for the 
Christian mission, that many teachers, Jewish-Christian and Gentile- 


1In 1 Tim. iii. 14f, a passage to which Hof- 
mann, with very little ground, appeals, the 
verb of the chief clause is, in fact, a present 
(ypébw), not, as would be the case here, a 
praeterite, which expresses an act of the past 
(éAdBere). There the meaning is: In the case 
of my departure being delayed, however, this my 
letter has the object, ete. But here, if the con- 
ditional clause were to be annexed to the 
past act éAdBere, the circumstance condition- 


26 


ing the latter would logically have to be con- 
ceived and expressed in oblique form (from 
the point of view of the person giving the in- 
junction), in some such form, therefore, as: 
ei €XOou mpds buas (comp. Acts xxiv. 19, xxvil, 
39; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 491 f.). 

2See Kithner, II. 1, p. 246; Nagelsbach and 
Faesi on Hom. J. iii. 211. Comp. Matthiae, p. 
1807. 
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Christian, must have frequented it, especially while Paul was a prisoner ~ 
there; and consequently the notice in the passage before us need not point 
us to Rome as the place of writing.—zapyyopia] consolation, comfort, only here 
in the N. T.; more frequently in Plutarch; see Kypke. Méysorov éyxomuov 
7d TO droaréAy yeréobar Ovuy diac mp dsevov, Theodoret. Bengel imposes an 
arbitrary limitation: “in forensi periculo.” 

Ver. 12. ’Exagpac] See i. 7 and Introd.—It is to be observed that, accord- 
ing to ver. 11, Epaphras, Luke, and Demas (ver. 14) were no Jewish- 
Christians, whereas Tiele in the Stud. w. Krit. 1858, p.765, holding Luke to 
be by birth a Jew, has recourse to forced expedients, and wishes arbitrarily 
to read between the lines. Hofmann, refining groundlessly (see on ver. 
14), but with a view to favor his presupposition that all the N. T. writings 
were of Israelite origin,’ thinks that our passage contributes nothing 
towards the solution of the question as to Luke’s descent ; comp. on Luke, 
Introd. 3 1.—é é¢ iuév] as in ver. 9, exciting the affectionate special interest 
of the readers; irép ivev afterwards thoughtfully corresponds.—doviAo¢ X. 
is to be taken together with ravrore ayort., but 6 é& iudv is not to be con- 
nected with dovsoc (Hofmann); on the contrary, it is to be taken by itself 
as a special element of recommendation (as in ver. 9): Epaphras, your 
own, a servant of Christ who is always striving, ete—aywr:t.] Comp. Rom. 
xy. 80. The more fervent the prayer-for any one is, the more is it a striv- 
ing for him, namely, in opposition to the dangers which threaten him, and 
which are present to the vivid conception of him who wrestles in prayer. 
Comp. also ii. 1. The striving of Epaphras in prayer certainly had refer- 
ence not merely to the heretical temptations to which the Colossians, of 
whose church he was a member, were exposed, but—as, is evident from 
iva orfre K.7.A, (purpose of the ayerg. x.7.A.)—to everything generally, which 
endangered the right Christian frame in them.—orjre] designation of 
stedfast perseverance ; in which there is neither wavering, nor falling, nor 
giving way. To this belongs év ravi? YeAgu. r. ©., EXLI ¢.] expressing 
wherein (comp. 1 Pet. v. 12) they are to maintain stedfastness ; in every will 
of God, that is, in all that God wills. Comp. on ora: év in this sense, 
John viii. 44; Rom. v. 2; 1 Cor. xv. 1, xvi. 18. This connection 
(comp. Bengel and Bleek) recommends itself on account of its frequent 
occurrence, and because it completes and rounds off the whole expression ; 
for or#re now has not merely a modal definition, réA. x. rexAyp., but also a 
local definition, which admirably corresponds to the figurative conception 
of standing. This applies, at the same time, in opposition to the usual 
mode of construction with réA. «. merAnp., followed also by Hofmann, 
according to which év mr. 6eA. r. 0. would be the moral sphere, “ within which 
the perfection and firm conviction are to take place,” Huther.2—réAevor kad 


1This postulate, wholly without proof, is  sostom and Luther, év m. eA. 7. @e09 to memAn- . 
also assumed by Grau, Entwickelungsgesch. d. — pwm.: filled with every will of God, which, in- 
neutest. Schriftth. I. p. 54. stead of being transformed into “yoluntatis 

2 If we follow the Recepta merAnpwuévoe (See divinae verae et integrae cognitio” (Reiche 
the critical remarks), on the other hand, we comp. Beza), is rather to be understood es 
must join, us is usually done, following Chry- denoting that the heart is to be full of all that 
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merAnpogopnuévor] perfect and with full conviction (comp. ii. 2; Rom. iv. 21, 
xiv. 5; and see on Luke i. 1) obtain through the context (orjre év 7. Ged. 7. 
@.) their more definite meaning; the former as moral perfection, such as 
the true Christian ought to have (i. 28); and the latter, as stedfastness of 
conscience, which excludes all scruples as to what God’s will requires, and 
is of decisive importance for the reAecdérn¢ of the Christian life; comp. Rom. 
xiv. 5, 22 f. 

Ver. 13. General testimony in confirmation of the particular statement 
made regarding Epaphras in révrore «.7.2.; on which account there is the 
less reason to ascribe to the interpolator the more precise definition of 
ayer. ir. iu., which is given by év reic zpocevy. (Holtzmann). The yédp is 
sufficiently clear and logical.—zo/dv zévov (see the critical remarks); much 
toil, which is to be understood of the exertion of mental activity—of earnest 
working with its cares, hopes, wishes, fears, temptations, dangers, and so 
forth. The word is purposely chosen, in keeping with the conception of the 
conflict (ver. 12); for zévo¢ is formally used of the toil and trouble of con- 
Slict.'—xai tév év Aaod. x. +. év ‘Iepax.] Epaphras had certainly labored in 
these adjoining towns, as in Colossae, which was probably his headquarters, 
as founder, or, at least, as an eminent teacher of the churches. 

Ver. 14. Luke the physician, the (by me) beloved, is the Evangelist—a point 
which, in presence of the tradition current from Iven. iii. 14. 1 onward, is 
as little to be doubted as that the Mark of ver. 10 is the Evangelist. Luke 
was with Paul at Caesarea (Philem 24), and traveled with him to Rome 
(Acts xxvii. 1), accompanying him, however, not as physician (as if «ov or 
quav had been appended), but as an associate in teaching, as ovvepyér, 
Philem. 24. Hofmann calls this in question, in order to avoid the infer- 
ence from ver. 11, that Luke wasanon-Israelite. The addition, moreover, 
of 6 iarpéc is simply to be explained after the analogy of all the previous 
salutations sent, by assuming that Paul has appended to each of the per- 
sons named a special characteristic description by way of recommenda- 
tion.2. The case of Anyac is the only exception; on which account it is the 
more probable that the latter had even at this time (at the date of 2 Tim. 
iv. 10 he has abandoned him) seemed to the apostle not quite surely enti- 
tled to a commendatory description, although he still, at Philem. 24, adduces 
him among his cvvepyoi, to whose number he still belonged. [XLI d.] 
Hence the assumption of such a probability is not strange, but is to be 
preferred to the altogether precarious opinion of Hofmann, that Demas 


God wills, and that in no matter, consequently, 
is any other will than the divine to rule in 
the believer. Respecting év, comp. on Eph. 
y. 18. Bahr incorrectly renders: “by virtue 
_ of the whole counsel of God,” which is not 
possible on account of the very absence of the 
article in the case of mavri. Grotius, Hein- 
richs, Flatt, and others, erroneously hold that 
év is equivalent to eis. 

1See Herod. vi. 114, viii. 89; Plat. Phaedr. p. 
247 B; Dem. 637. 18; Eur. Suppl. 317; Soph. 
Trach. 21.169; often so in Homer as JI. i. 467, 


and Niaigelsbach in loc.; comp. Rey. xxi. 4. 

2Tn the case of Luke, the attachment of the 
honorable professional designation 6 iarpés to 
the name suggested itself so naturally and 
spontaneously—considering the peculiarity 
of his professional position, to which there 
was probably nothing similar in the case of 
any other ovvepyés—that there is no reason to 
assume any special purpose in the selection 
(Chrysostom, Erasmus, and many, suggest 
that the object was to distinguish Luke from 
others of the same name). 
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was the amanuensis of the letter, and had, with the permission of the 
apostle, inserted his name (comp. Bengel’s suggestion). Whence was the 
reader to know that? How very different is it at Rom. xvi.22! The name 
itself is not Hebrew (in opposition to Schoettgen), but Greek ; see Boeckh. 
Corp. inscrip. 1085; Becker, Anecd. 714. 

Ver. 15. Messages down to ver. 17.—The first xai is: and especially, and 
in particular, so that of the Christians at Laodicea (rodg év Aaod. adeAo.). 
Nymphas is specially? singled out for salutation by name. In the follow- 
ing kal Tv Kar’ olkov abtov éxkA., the church which is in their house, the plural 
avrov (see the critical remarks) cannot without violence receive any other 
reference than to rove év Aaod. adeAdovde x. Nuudav. Paul must therefore (and 
his readers were more precisely aware how this matter stood) indicate a 
church different from the Laodicean church, a foreign one, which, however, 
was in filial association with that church, and held its meetings in the 
same house wherein the Laodiceans assembled. [XLI e.] If we adopt 
the reading aired, we should have to think, not of the family of Nymphas 
(Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin, and others), but, in accordance with 
Rom. xvi. 5, 1 Cor. xvi. 19, Philem. 2, of a portion of the Laodicean church, 
which held its separate meetings in the house of Nymphas. In that case, 
however, the persons here saluted would have been already included 
among Tov¢ év Aaodixeia adeAgobc. The plural aitév by no means warrants 
the ascribing the origin of ver. 15 to an unseasonable reminiscence of 1 
Cor. xvi. 19 and Rom. xvi. 5, perhaps also of Philem. 2 (Holtzmann). 
What a mechanical procedure would that be!—The personal name 
Nymphas itself, which some with extreme arbitrariness would take as a 
symbolic name (Hitzig, comp. Holtzmann), is not elsewhere preserved, 
but we find Vymphaeus, Nymphodorus, Nymphodotus, and Nymphius, also 
Nymphis. ‘ 

Ver. 16.2. This message presupposes essentially similar circumstances 
in the two churches.—) émoroAj] is, as a matter of course, the present 
Epistle now before us; Winer, p. 102 [E. T. 107]. Comp. Rom. xvi. 22; 
1 Thess. v. 27.—rorjoare, iva] procure, that. The expression rests on the 
conception : to be active, in order that something may happen, John xi. 37.3 
The following kai rv éx Aaod, «.7.A. is, With emphatic’ prefixing of the 
object, likewise dependent on rovjoare, not co-ordinated with the latter as 
an independent imperative sentence like Eph. v. 33—a forced invention 
of Hofmann, which, besides, is quite inappropriate on account of the stern 
command which it would yield.—rjv é Aaodixeiac] not: that written to me 


1Nymphas appears to have been specially 8Comp. Herod. i. 8: mote, dxws x.7.A., i. 209; 
well known to the apostle, and on friendly Xen. Cyrop. yi. 3. 18. : 
terms with him; perhaps a ovvepyos, who was 4Hofmann needed, certainly, some such 


now for a season laboring in tae church at © artificial expedient, wholly without warrant 
Laodicea. in the words of the text, to favor his presup- 

*See Anger, Beitr. zur histor. krit. Einl.ind. position that the Epistle to the Ephesians was 
A,u, N. T.1.; iiber den Laodicenerbrief, Leip. meant, and that it was a circular letter Ree 
1843; Wieseler, de epistola Laodicena, Gott. a circular letter goes through the cireuit 
1844; and Chronol. d. apost. Zeit. p. 450 ff; destined for it of itself, and there is no ocea- 
Sartori, Ueber d. Laodicenserbrief, Lib. 1853. sion to ask or to send for it in order to pro- 
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from Laodicea. So rwéc in Chrysostom, who himself gives no decisive 
voice, as also Syriac, Theodoret, Photius in Oecumenius, Erasmus, Beza, 
Vatablus, Calvin, Calovius, Wolf, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Storr, and 
others, as also again Baumgarten-Crusius. This is at variance with the 
context, according to which xa? éusic, pursuant to the parallel of the first 
clause of the verse, presupposes the Laodiceans, not as the senders of the 
letter, but as the receivers of the letter, by whom it was read. How 
unsuitable also would be the,form of the message by zoujoare! Paul must, 
in fact, have sent to them the letter. Lastly, neither the object aimed at 
(Theophylact already aptly remarks: 442’ oi« olda ri dv éxeivyce—namely, 
that alleged letter of the Laodiceans—e abroic rpdc BeAtiwow), nor even 
the propriety of the matter would be manifest. Purely fanciful is the 
opinion of Jablonsky, that Paul means a letter of the Laodiceans to the 
Colossian overseers, as Well as that of Theophylact: 7 mpdc Tiudbeov xpdrn’ 
airy yap éx Aaodixeiac éypden. So alsoascholion in Matthaei. In accordance 
with the context—although Lange, Apost. Zeitalt. I. p. 211 ff., denounces 
the idea as a “fiction,” and Hofmann declares it as excluded by the very 
salutations with which the Colossians sre charged to the Laodiceans—we 
can only understand it to refer to a letter of Paul to the Laodiceans, which 
not merely these, to whom it was written, but also the Colossians (kat ipeic) 
were to read, just as the letter to the Colossians was to be read not merely 
by the latter, but also in the Laodicean church. The mode of expression, riv 
éx Aaodixeiac, is the very usual form of attraction in the case of prepositions 
with the article (comp. Matt. xxiv. 17; Luke xi. 13), so that the two 
elements are therein comprehended: the letter to be found in Laodicea, and 
to be claimed or fetched from Laodicea to Colossae This letter written to 
the Laodiceans has, like various other letters of the apostle, been lost.2_ In 
‘opposition to the old opinion held by Marcion, and in modern times still 
favored especially by such as hold the Epistle to the Ephesians to be a 
circular letter (BOhmer, Bottger, Bahr, Steiger, Anger, Reuss, Lange, 
Bleek, Dalmer, Sabatier, Hofmann, Hitzig, and others), that the Epistle to 
the Ephesians is to be understood as that referred to. The hypothesis 


\ 


cure, that (rowjoare, tva) people may get it to 
read. But the effect of the forced separation 
of the second ‘va from rowmjoare is, that the 
words tiv éx Aaodixeias are supposed only to 
affirm that the letter “will come” from Lao- 
dicea to Colossae, that it “will reach” them, 
and they ought to read it. In this way the 
text must be strained to suit what is @ priori 
put intoit. This applies also in opposition to 
Sabatier, ap Paul, p. 201, who entirely ignores 
the connection with roujoare (“la lettre qui 
vous viendra de Laod. ). 

1Sée generally, Kihner, II. 1, p. 473 f., and 
ad Xen. Mem. iii. 6. 11, ad Anab. i. 1.5; Stall- 
baum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 32 B; Winer, p. 584 
[E. T. 629]. 

2The apocryphal letter to the Laodiceans, 


the Greek text of which, we may mention, 
originated with Elias Hutter (1599), who trans- 
lated it from the Latin, may be seen in Fabri- 
cius, Codex apocr. p. 873 ff., Anger, p. 142 ff. 
The whole letter,—highly esteemed, on the 
suggestion of Gregory I., during the Middle 
Ages in the West, although prohibited in the 
second Council of Nice, 787 (to be found also 
in pre-Lutheran German Bibles),—which is 
doubtless a still later fabrication than that 
already rejected in the Canon Muratorianus, 
consists only of twenty verses, the author of 
which does not even play the part of a definite 
situation. Erasmus rightly characterizes it: 
“quae nihil habeat Pauli praeter voculas 
aliquot ex ceteris ejus epistolis mendicatas.” 

®See Introd. to Eph. 21; Wieseler, Chronol. 
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that the Epistle to Philemon is meant,’ finds no confirmation either in the 
nature and contents of this private letter,? or in the expressions of our 
passage, which, according to the analogy of the context, presuppose a 
letter to the whole church and for it. Even the Epistle to the Hebrews 
(Schulthess, Stein, in his Comm. z. Luk., appendix) has been fallen upon in 
the vain search after the lost! According to Holtzmann, the words are 
intended to refer to the Epistle to the Ephesians, but kai rv é« Aaoduc. 
iva «. du. avayv. is an insertion of the interpolator ;* comp. Hitzig. 


REMARK.—It is to be assumed that the Epistle to the Laodiceans was com- 
posed at the same time with that to the Colossians, inasmuch as the injunction that 
they should be mutually read in the churches can only have been founded on the 
similarity of the circumstances of the two churches as they stood at the time. 
Comp. ii. 1, where the kai rév év Aaoduxeia, specially added to rept tuav, expresses 
the similar and simultaneous character of the need, and, when compared with our 
passage, is to be referred to the consciousness that the apostle was writing to both 
churches. And the expression 77v é« Aaodcxeiag produces the impression that, 
when the Colossians received their letter, the Laodiceans would already have theirs, 
At the same time the expression is such, that Paul does not expressly inform the 
Colossians that he had written also to the Laodiceans, but speaks of this letter as 
of something known to the readers, evidently reckoning upon the oral communica- 
tion of Tychicus. The result, accordingly, seems as follows: Tychicus was the 
bearer of both letters, and traveled by way of Laodicea to Colossae, so that the 
letter for that church was already in Laodicea when the Colossians got theirs 
from the hands of Tychicus, and they were now ina position, according to the 
directions given in our passage, to have the Laodicean letter forwarded to 
them, and to send their own (after it was publicly read in their own church) 
to Laodicea. 


Ver. 17. The particular circumstances which lay at the root of this 
emphatic admonitory utterance * cannot be ascertained, nor do we even 
know whether the diaxovia is to be understood in the narrower sense 


d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 435 ff. ; Sartori, l.c.; Reiche, 
Comm. crit.ad Eph.i.1; Laurent in the Jahrb. 
J. D. Theol. 1866, p. 131 ff. 

1So0 Wieseler, also Thiersch, Hist. Standp. 
p. 424; and some older expositors, see in Calo- 
vius and in Anger, p. 35. 

2¥For, although it is in form addressed to 
several persons, and even to the church in the 
house (see on Philem, 1, 2), it is at any rate in 
substance clear, as Jerome already remarks: 
“Paulum tantummodo ad Philemonem scri- 
bere, et wnum cum suo sermocinari.” Besides, 
it is to be inferred from the contents of the 
Colossian letter, that the Laodicean letter 
meant was also doctrinal in contents, and that 
the reciprocal use of the two letters had refer- 
ence to this, in accordance with the essen- 
tially similar needs of the two neighboring 


churches. 

’ Because, if we annex iva to moujeare, an 
awkward sense arises, “seeing that the Col- 
ossians can only cause that they get the letter 
to read, but not that they read it.” Thatisa 
subtlety, which does injustice to the popular 
style of the letter. But if we take iva inde- 
pendently (as Hofmann does), then Holtz- 
mann is further of opinion that the author of 
Eph. iy, 29, v. 27, 33, is immediately betrayed 
—an unfounded inference (comp. Winer, p. 
295 [E. T. 315]), in which, besides, only the 
comparison of Eph. v. 33 would be relevant, 
and that would be balanced by 2 Cor, 
viii. 7. 

*Bengel: “vos meis verbis dicite tanquam 
testes. Hoe magis movebat, quam si ipsum 
Archippum appellaret.” 
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of the office of deacon (Primasius), or of any other office relating to 
the church (possibly the office of presbyter), or of the calling of an evange- 
fist, or of some individual business relating to the service of the church. 
We cannot gather from é xupig any more precise definition of the Chris- 
tian dcaxovia,. Ewald conjectures that Archippus was a still younger man 
(Bengel holds him to have been sick or weak through age), an overseer 
of the church, who had been during the absence of Epaphras too indulgent 
towards the false teachers. Even Fathers like Jerome and the older 
expositors regard him as bishop (so also Déllinger, Christenthum u. Kirche, 
ed. 2, p. 308), or as substitute for the bishop during the absence of 
Epaphras (similarly Bleek), whose successor he had also become (Cor- 
nelius a Lapide and Estius). Comp. further as to this Colossian,! on 
Philem. 2.—The special motive for this precise form of reminding him of 
his duty is not clear.2. But what merits attention is the relation of dis- 
ciplinary admonitive authority, [XLI f.] in which, according to these 
words, the church stood to the office-bearers, and which should here be 
the less called in question with Hofmann, since Paulin the letter to 
Philemon addressed jointly to Archippus would doubtless himself have 
given the admonition, if he had not conceded and recognized in the 
church that authority of which he invokes the exercise—and that even in 
the case, which cannot be proved, of the dvaxovia having been the service 
of an evangelist. The expedient to which Oecumenius and others have 
recourse can only be looked upon as flowing from the later hierarchical 
feeling: iva érav éxitiwa "Apyirroc avtoic, py Exwow éynarev éxeivy d¢ miKpO ... 
éxel GAdwe Gtorov Toic pabyraic rept row SiWacKkddov diaréyecba (Theophylact).— 
Biére x.7.2.] Grotius, Wolf, Flatt, Bahr, and many, take the construction 
to be: Piére iva tiv diax. qv wapt2. év Kvp., xAnpoic, from which arbitrary 


1Theodoret already with reason declares 
himself against the opinion that Archippus 
had been a Laodicean teacher (so Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, Michaelis, and Storr), just as the 
Constitt. apost. vii. 46.2 make him appointed 
by Paul as bishop of Laodicea. Recently it 
has been defended by Wieseler, Chronol. des 
apost. Zeitalt. p. 452, and Laurent in the Jahrb. 
f. D. Th. 1866, p. 130, arguing that, if Arch- 
ippus had been a Colossian, it is not easy to 
see why Paul, in ver. 17, makes him be 
admonished by others; and also that ver. 17 
is joined by xai to ver. 15 f., where the Lao- 
diceans are spoken of. But the form of ex- 
hortation in ver. 17 has a motive not known 
to us at all; and the reason based on xaé 
in ver. 17 would only be relevant in the event 
of ver. 17 following immediately after ver. 15. 
Lastly, we should expect, after the analogy 
of ver. 15, that if Archippus had not dwelt in 
Colossae, Paul would have caused a salutation 
to be sent to him as to Nymphas. Besides, it 
would be altogether very surprising that Paul 
should have conveyed the warning admo- 


nition to Archippus through a strange church, 
the more especially when he had written at 
the same time to himself jointly addressed 
with Philemon (Philem. 2). 

2 Hitzig, p. 31 (who holds also vy. 9, 15, 16 to 
be not genuine), gives it as his opinion that 
Archippus is indebted for this exhortation, 
not to the apostle, but to the manipulator, who 


.knew the man indeed from Philem. 2, but 


probably had in his mind the Flavius Arch- 
ippus, well known from Plin. Zp. x, 66-68, and 
the proconsul Paulus, when he adjusted for 
himself the relation between the Apostle Paul 
and his fellow-warrior Archippus (Philem. 2). 
I do not understand how any one could 
ascribe even toan interpolator so singular an 
anachronistic confusion of persons. Yet Holtz- 
mann finds the grounds of Hitzig so cogent, 
that he ultimately regards vv. 15-17 as the 
rivet, “by means of which the Auctor ad Ephe- 
sios has made a connected triad out of his 
own work, the interpolated Colossian epistle, 
and the letter to Philemon.” 
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view the very abr#v should have precluded them. The words are not to 
be taken otherwise than as they stand: Look to the service (have it in thy 
view), which thou hast undertaken in the Lord, in order that thou mayest 
fulfill it, mayest meet its obligations; iva air. rAyp. is the purpose, which is 
to be present in the BAémew tr. diax. «7.4. Comp. 2 John 8. On xAnpoic, 
comp. Acts xii. 25; 1 Mace. ii. 55; Liban. Ep. 359; Philo, in Flace. p. 988: 
thy \dlaxoviay éxrAjoavtec.—év Kvpiy] not: from the Lord (Bahr); not: for 
the sake of the Lord (Flatt); not: secundum Domini praecepta (Grotius). 
Christ, who is served by the dvaxovia (1 Cor. xii. 5), is conceived as the 
sphere, in which the act of the rapatauBavev tiv diaxoviary is accomplished 
objectively, as well as in the consciousness of the person concerned ; he is 
in that act not out of Christ, but living and acting in Him. The év kup. con- 
veys the element of holy obligation. The less reason is there for joining 
it, with Grotius, Steiger, and Dalmer, to the following iva air. rAnp. 

Ver. 18. [XLI g.] Conclusion written with his own hand; comp. 2 
Thess. iii. 17. See on 1 Cor. xvi. 21—Be mindful for me of my bonds, 
[XLI h.] a closing exhortation, deeply touching in its simplicity, in 
which there is not a mere request for intercession (ver. 3), or a hint even 
at the giving of aid, but the whole. pious affection of grateful love is 
claimed, the whole strength of his example for imparting consolation and 
stedfastness is asserted, and the whole authority of the martyr is thrown 
into the words. Every limitation is unwarranted. Tovro yap ixavdy etic 
mavTa avtove mpotpépacbat, Kal yevvasorépove rotjoat mpd¢ Tove aya@vac’ apa Kat 
oixerotépovg abtode éxoince Kai Tov o680v EAvoev, Oecumenius, comp. Chrysos- 
tom.—} yxdpic] Kar’ éoxhv: the grace of God bestowed in Christ. Comp. 
1 Tim. vi. 21; 2 Tim. iv. 22; Tit. iii. 5. Comp. on Eph. vi. 24. 


Nores spy AMERICAN Eprror. 


XL. Vv. 2-6. 
* (a) The line of exhortation which has been closely followed as far as iv. 1, is 
now left, and the hortatory section closes with two suggestions of Christian duty 
of a different order—both haying a bearing upon the success of the Gospel, 
though not altogether limited to this. Ver.2 contains a general exhortation 
respecting prayer, such as we find in other places, as mentioned by Meyer; but 
the following verses show that, in presenting this general exhortation, the apostle 
had in mind the thoughts which those verses express. The readers were to pray for 
him and his associates in labor, that success in the Gospel work might be given to 
them, and they were themselves to live and act and speak in such a way that a 
similar success would follow in their own sphere. The sphere of Paul, however, 
was that of a preacher; the sphere of the Colossians, that of private Christians, 
whose influence and work were in the ordinary lines of common life. There is, 
thus, a point of union in the two cases, and yet a difference. The point of union 
accounts for the bringing together of the verses.—(b) That the @épa row Adyov has 
acertain reference to a desired release from imprisonment, as Meyer holds, is 
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probable. It was in this Way, especially, that all hindrances in his work would 
be removed. The words é¢ 4 kai dédeuac favor this view; perhaps, also, the words 
ofver. 4. But it isnot clear that the reference is to be limited to such a release. 
The desire for freedom, for the sake of his apostolic work, must, at the time and 
under the circumstances, have been a chief desire, but he would have prayers 
offered for the largest opportunities of preaching in every line—(c) Whether the 
reference in 6¢ dei ve Aa/zjoat is as exclusively to the hindrance occasioned by his 
imprisonment as Meyer claims, may also be questioned. The parallel passage, 
Eph. vi. 19, 20, would indicate something besides this. This idea, however, is a 
part, if not the whole, of the thought. dei, in any case, denotes the necessity of 
his apostolic mission—the application being in the subjective or the objective 
line, or both, according as we interpret,—i. e. referring to his own boldness (rap- 
pyoia, Eph. vi. 19), or his release from captivity—(d) The relation of ver. 5 to 
ver. 6 seems to be this :—the former presents the general idea of life and conduct 
as having reference to unchristian men around them, and the latter turns this 
especially into the line of speaking to such men or with them. 


XLI. Vy. 10-18. 


(a) Meyer insists that ovvarypd?wro¢ refers to an imprisonment of Aristarchus 
with the Apostle by the authorities and for purposes of judicial trial. The fact that 
Epaphras is said to be cvvacy. in Philem., ver. 24, while Aristarchus is not, is 
made an objection to this view. It may be remarked with reference to this point, 
that the Greek word naturally refers to an involuntary imprisonment or captivity ; 
that, as Paul was himself now in imprisonment, the readers. would naturally un- 
derstand him by the use of civ to mean a captivity like his own; that in Rom. 
xvi.7 (the only other passage in the N. T. where the word is found) it is difficult 
to explain it in any other way; that the fact that Epaphras is called thus in 
Philem. and Aristarchus not, while here Aristarchus is thus described and’ Epa- 
phras not, does not necessarily occasion a difficulty, by reason of sudden or fre- 
quent changes which it would imply, for the absence of the adjective as applied 
to Aristarchus in Philem. may be accounted for on other grounds. Epaphras and 
Aristarchus were both ovva:yydiwrot, and both ovvepyot and civdovdo. Rea- 
sons unknown to us may easily have determined the use of the one adjective or 
the other, independently of the question as to the particular time when they 
were in imprisonment. The Ep. to Philem. was, probably, written almost on the 
same day with that to the Colossians. A release of one of these men and an im- 
prisonment of the other in the interval (if any there was) between them, is not 
altogether probable. Though Paul was not strictly an aiypyauroc a prisoner of 
war, this fact can hardly be made an objection to the application of the word to 
an association with him in his present condition—(b) All the persons mentioned 
here as joining Paul in his salutation to the Colossian Church are, also, mentioned 
as saluting Philemon (Philem. ver. 24), except Jesus Justus. Of Mark we learn 
three things from this passage, (1) that he was a near relative of Barnabas, which 
may partly account for the action of the latter in Acts xv. 36 ff. ; (2) that he was 
a Jewish convert; and (3) that he was, at least at this time, in Rome—facts 
which may have a bearing upon the correct view respecting his Gospel. The 
other great fact bearing upon his Gospel—namely, his relations to Paul and the 
Pauline doctrine—is indicated not only here, but elsewhere—(c) Meyer is ap- 
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parently correct in connecting év ravti YeAquate of ver. 12 with orfre (or 
oravjre), The prayer was, that they might stand firmly—be settled without 
wavering—in the sphere of what is willed by God, being perfect in their fulfill- 
ment of it, and fully persuaded respecting it so as to be beyond doubts or ques- 
tionings. To this end Epaphras, he says, earnestly prayed, and had zoAbv rovov, 
which, as he was now absent from the Colossians, probably refers wholly, as 
Meyer says, or mainly, as Lightf., to internal struggle, desire, prayer, ete.—(d) 
The suggestion made by Meyer and several others, that Demas may have already 
shown symptoms of his subsequent defection (2 Tim. iv. 10), and that this fact 
may have occasioned the omission of any commendatory words respecting him, is 
hardly probable. The interval of time between this Epistle and the 2d Epistle 
to Timothy was from three to five years. Demas is called, with all the others 
here mentioned, ovvepyé¢ in Philem. ver. 24, and his name is there placed before 
that of Luke—(e) The view of Meyer with respect to air@y—that it refers to 
tovg év Aaod, adeAd. Kk, Nvyuday, and that the allusion is to a foreign church 
which met in the same house with the Laodicean Church, but was different from 
it—cannot be affirmed with confidence. The reference of av7ov may be to 
Nymphas and his family—(f) The remarks made by Meyer respecting the mes- 
sage for Archippus, as indicating the “disciplinary admonitive authority ” which 
Paul recognized the church as having in relation to its officers, are worthy of 
notice. The supposition which Lightf. makes, that Archippus lived at Laodicea 
(see his Introd. to the Ep. to Philemon, p. 375), if adopted, will hardly explain 
the sending of this admonition to the Colossian Church and the omission of all 
allusion to any such thing in the Ep. to Philem., in which Archippus is per- 
sonally addressed.—(g) The fact that in this late Epistle we have an autograph 
salutation, is evidence that, from the time of his beginning to certify his letters 
in this way, 2 Thess. iii. 17, Paul continued always to do so (4 éorw onyusiov év racy 
ériotoAH).—(h) The letter closes with an allusion to his imprisonment, which in 


~ 


all the Epistles of this period is naturally made so prominent. It is interesting 


to notice, that it was at this time of his life, and in the midst of this experience, 
that he said he had learned in whatsoever state he was to be content (Phil, 
iv. 11). ; 


~ 


THE EPISTLE TO PHILEMON. 


INTRODUCTION. 


HILEMON, who had been converted to Christianity by Paul 
himself perhaps during his sojourn at Ephesus (ver. 19), was 
a member of the Christian community, not at Laodicea 
(Wieseler, Laurent), but—like Archippus, ver. 2 (see on Col. 
iv. 17)—at Colossae (Col. iv. 9), wherein, by his zealous Chris- 
tian activity, and more especially by the holding of an éxxdyoia in his 
house (vv. 1-7), he had gained deserved esteem, being described by Chry- 
Nothing is known as to his more 


sostom as tic tév Gavuacray Kal yevvaior. 
definite vocation, although tradition has made him bishop in Colossae 
(Constit. apost. vii. 46. 2) or in Gaza (Pseudo-Dorotheus), as it has likewise 
placed him among the martyrs (under Nero). It is possible, however, 
that he was one of the presbyters of the church (ovvepy, ver. 1). Of the 
house where he dwelt Theodoret relates (imé0eouw): péype tov mapdvtog 
pewévnke. 

His slave Onestuus! had, on account of a misdemeanor (vv. 11, 18), 
fled from him through fear of punishment (ver. 15), and had come, cer- 
tainly of set purpose? and not by mere accident, to the apostle, then a 
captive at Caesarea, who converted him to Christ (ver. 10), and conceived 
a most cordial affection for him (vv. 12, 13, 16 f.). When, therefore, Paul 
was despatching Tychicus to Colossae (Col. iv. 7), he made use of this 


1Tradition in one form of it makes him tamen bene de Paulo existimarat, et ipsius 


subsequently bishop of Beroea in Macedonia 
(Constit. apost. vii. 46. 2), and in another iden- 
tifies him with the Bishop Onesimus in Ephe- 
sus (Ignat. ad Eph.1 and 6), and makes him 
die as a martyr in Rome. 

2In this way the circumstances of the case 
find their simplest and most natural expla- 
nation. Comp. Bengel on ver. 11: Onesimus 
etiam antequam ad frugem veram pervenisset, 


flagitii sui occasione ad illum confugit. And 
this serves to dispose of the curious question 
of Hofmann (p. 217): “ What should induce 
Onesimus to flee to Caesarea in particular?” 
We answer: He fled to the place, where Paul 
was. And the reason of this may be the more 
readily understood, if he had been possibly 
already in Philemon’s service, when the latter 
was converted by the apostle. 
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opportunity to send Onesimus—whom he at the same time commended 
to the church there (Col. iv. 9)—back to his master, and to procure for 
him at the hands of the latter forgiveness, welcome, and love by means 
of this letter—an aim, which is pursued in it with so much Christian love* 
and wisdom, with so great psychological tact, and, without sacrifice of the 
apostolic authority, in a manner so thoughtfully condescending, adroit, 
delicate, and irresistible, that the brief letter—which is in the finest sense 


a Adyoe dAate Hpruuévoc (Col. iv. 6), as a most precious and characteristic 


relic of the great apostle—belongs, even as regards its Attic refinement 


and gracefulness, to the epistolary master-pieces of antiquity.? 


The Epistle bears so directly and vividly the stamp of genuineness, that 
the doubts of Baur (Paulus, II. p. 88 ff.) would appear a whim hardly 


meant in earnest, were they not in strict consistency with the assumption 

that we should not have any letters of the apostle at all from the 

period of his captivity. Baur, who, we may add, acknowledges the 
_author as profoundly pervaded by Christian consciousness, places the con- 
tents of the Epistle upon a parallel with those of the Clementine Homi- 
lies. and finds in it the “ embryo of a Christian fiction,” by which the idea 
was to be brought home to men’s minds, that what we lose temporally in 
the world, we regain eternally in Christianity (according to ver. 15). 
With equal caprice Baur propounds the view, that even should the writ- 
ing be Pauline, what actually took place is set forth under the point of 
view of that definite édea, and the bringing of this latter into prominence 
is its proper aim and import. The genuineness is externally attested—and 
that the more adequately, when we consider that from its brevity and the 
personal, not directly didactic, nature of its contents there was little occa- 
sion for citations—by the Canon Muratorianus, Marcion (see Tertullian, ¢. 
Mare. v. 42; Epiph. Haer. xlii. 9), Tertullian, Origen, Eusebius, Jerome, 
etc., though the passages of Ignatius, ad Eph. 2, ad Magnes. 12, ad Polyca. 
6, do not serve to prove a reference to ver. 20. Nevertheless, Jerome had 
already to controvert those, who wished to infer from the non-dogmatic 
character of the contents “‘aut epistolam non esse Pauli... aut etiam, 
si Pauli sit, nihil habere, quod aedificare nos possit.” 


1Comp. Luther’s preface: “This Epistle 
presents a masterly and charming example 
of Christian love,” ete. Ewald: “Nowhere 
can the sensibility and warmth of tender 
friendship blend more beautifully with the 
higher feeling of a superior mind, nay, of a 
teacher and apostle, than in this brief and 


yet so eminently significant letter.” 

2The letters of Pliny (Epp. 9, 21, and 24) 
have often been compared with ours; but how 
greatly it excels them in point of thoughtfal- 
ness, delicacy of plan, and depth of affection! 
“Quid festivius etiam dici poterat vel ab ipso 
Tullio in hujusmodi argumento?” Erasmus. 
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Place and time are the same as with the Epistles written from the cap- 
tivity in Caesarea (not, as is usually supposed, at Rome) to the Ephesians 
and Colossians, and with the lost Epistle to the Laodiceans, which how- 
ever, is not to be found in the one now before us; see on Col. iv. 16. 
Whether Paul wrote our Epistle before that to the Colossians (Otto), or 
the converse, remains an undetermined question. 


Ver. 2. Instead of ade2¢%, Elz. Scholz, Tisch. have dyaryrf. But the 
former, which is approved by Griesb. and Reiche, is attested by A D* E* FG x, 
and some min. yss. Hesych. Jerome, and was easily supplanted by the aya. writ- 
ten on the margin in conformity with ver. 1 (vss. Ambrosiast.and Pelag. have 
ade/gy ayax.).—Ver. 5. xpéc] Lachm.: eic, following A C D* E, 17,187. An 
alteration, occasioned by ziorcv.—Ver. 6. Instead of 7 iv, Elz. has tuiv,‘in opposi- 
tion to A C D E K L, min. yss. and Fathers. The latter reading-is to be traced 
to the mechanical copyists, who, as in the opening of the Epistle, had in view 
Philemon and those around him (ver. 3). The preceding tod) is deleted by 
Lachm. on too weak counter-evidence (A C, 17); how easily might it be passed 
over after the final syllable of dyafow!—Ver. 7. Instead of yapav, Elz. Tisch. 
have yap, in opposition to decisive evidence; the latter found its way into the 
text through reference to evyapio7d, ver. 4. Comp. Reiche-—éyouev] Lachm. has 
éoxov, which was also recommended by Griesb., in accordance with A C F Gy», 
min. yss. Fathers. The other witnesses are divided between éyouev and écyoper, 
but remain too weak to warrant either of these two readings. The plural appears 
an inappropriate following up of év juiy in yer. 6, and éoyouev also tells indi- 
rectly in favor of Lachm. The position after 70/2, is decidedly attested (Lachm.). 
—Ver. 10. Before éyévvqjca Lachm. ed. min. had é76, following A, min. Syr. p. 
Slay. ms. Chrys. Rightly; the emphasis resting upon é¢y®, in accordance with 
the context, was overlooked ; and it is more likely to have been dropped out on 
occasion of the following ETE, than to have been introduced by the writing of 
EI twice-—After deou. Elz. Scholz have jov, in opposition to decisive testimony. 
—Ver. 11. After avéreuda we have, with Lachm., on preponderating evidence (A 
C D* E 9% 57), to take in oo, the omission of which is to be explained from the 
following of,—Ver. 12. od 6é] is wanting in A C x* 17. Lachm., who, like Tisch., 
has deleted also xpociafow after onAdyxva. This zpoodafov is wanting in A F 
G y* 17, while some min. place it immediately after od dé; Arm. Boern. Theo- 
doret, on the other hand, after airév. It is, though afresh defended by Reiche, 
to be looked upon as a supplement from ver. 17; the absence of the verb, how- 
ever, involved, by way of redressing the construction, the omission of ob dé, so 
that aivév"was regarded as governed by avéxeupa (comp. Lachm.: 6v avéreuipa 
Got, avtdv, Tovtéotiy Ta éud onAdyxva).—Ver. 13. The position of “04 before diax, 
(Elz. in reverse order) is decisively attested—Ver. 18. The form éA/éya is to 
be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., in conformity with A C D* (évA.) F G x, 17, 
$1; éAAdyec was imported from the familiar passage, Rom. v. 13.—Ver. 20. Instead 
of Xpzor@, Elz. has «vpi. Repetition from what precedes, in opposition to 
decisive evidence.—Ver. 21. irép 6] Lachm.: izép 4, in accordance with A C x, 


398 THE EPISTLE TO PHILEMON. 


Copt. We have no means of deciding the point.—Ver. 23. Instead of dod Ce- 
rai, Elz. has dord{ovra, which has decisive witnesses against it. An emenda- 
tion. E 


Contents.—After the address and apostolic greeting (vv. 1-3), there fol- 
lows a glorious testimony to the Christian character of Philemon (vv. 4-7); 
then the proper object of the Epistle, intercession for Onesimus (vy. 8-21); 
and finally, the bespeaking of a lodging, in the hope of being liberated 
(ver. 22). Salutations and concluding wish, vv. 23-25. 

Ver. 1. [On vv. 1-8, see Note XLII. pages 415, 416.] Aéopsoc Xp. "I.] ze. 
whom Christ has placed in bonds. See on Eph. iii.1. This self-designation 
(not axéorodoc, or the like) at the head of the letter is in keeping with its 
confidential tone and its purpose of moving and winning the heart, izép 
Tov THv yapw érotudtepov AaBetv, Chrysostom.—«x. Tué6é.] See on Phil. i. 1; 
Col. i. 1.—ovvepy6] The particular historic relations, on which this predi- 
cate is based, are unknown to us; yet comp. ver. 2: TH Kaz’ olxéy cov 
éxkdyo.; perhaps he was an elder of the church.—juév] namely, of Paul 
and Timothy. It belongs to ayar. and ovvepy6. Although, we may add, 
the Epistle is, as to its design and contents, a private letter, yet the associ- 
ating of Timothy with it, and especially the addressing it to more than 
one (ver. 2), are suitably calculated with a view to the greater certainty of 
a successful result (comp. already Chrysostom). Hofmann incorrectly 
holds that in the directing of the letter also to the relatives and to the 
church in the house the design was, that they should, by the communica- 
tion of the letter to them, become aware of what had induced Philemon to do 
that which was asked of him. This they would in fact have learned other- 
wise from Philemon, and would have believed his account of the matter. 

Ver. 2. [XLII b.] That Appia was the wife of Philemon (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact, and many) does not indeed admit of proof, but 
is the more probable, in proportion as the intercession for the slave was a 
matter of household concern, in which case the mistress of the house came 
into view. On the form of the name with 7@ instead of tz (Acts xxviii. 
15), comp. ’Argvavdg in Mionnet, Description des médailles, III. 179, IV. 65, 
67, and the forms ar@tce and argd.'—rh adeAgp] in the sense of Christian 
sisterhood, like adeAgéc, ver. 1—Archippus, too (see on Col. iv. 17), must 
have belonged to the family circle of Philemon. [XLII ¢.] But whether 
he was precisely son of Philemon,’ we cannot determine. Chrysostom 
and Theophylact take him to be a friend of the household ; Theodoret, to 
be the teacher to the household.—r@ ovetpart. ju.) As in Phil. ii. 25. The 
relation cannot be more precisely ascertained. He may have been deacon 
(according to Ambrosiaster and Jerome, he was even bishop), but must 
have endured conflict and trouble for the gospel. Comp. likewise 2 Tim. 
il. 8.—xai t..xar’ olk. o. éxxA.] not to be understood of the family of Philemon, 


1See also Lobeck, Paral. p. 33. 3 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact: rav- 

2Michaelis, Eichhorn, Rosenmiiller, Ols- tas tods év rH oikia muoroids Aéyel, guMmapada- 
hausen, Hofmann, and already Theodore of Bay nat SovAous, comp. Calvin and Storr. 
Mopsuestia. 


vers. 1-4, 399 


but of the section of the Christians at Colossae, which met in his house. 
See on Col. iv. 15. Wisely (see on ver. 1) does Paul—although otherwise 
in vy. 4-24 he only speaks to Philemon—enlist the interest not merely of 
Appia and Archippus, but also of the church in the house, and therewith 
embrace the whole circle, in which there was to be prepared for the con- 
verted fugitive a sanctuary of pardon and affection. But farther than this 
he does not go; not beyond the limits of the house, since the matter, as a 
household-affair, was not one suited to be laid before the Christian com- 
munity collectively. To the latter, however, he at the same time (Col. iv. 9) 
commended his protégé, though without touching upon the particular cir- 
cumstances of his case. Correct tact on the part of the apostle. 

Ver.4f. [On yv. 4-7,see Note XLIII. pages 416-418.] Comp. Rom.i. 8; 1 
Cor. i. 4; Phil.i.3; Col.i.3; Eph. i. 16.—7év7ore] [XLIII. a.] belongs not to 
pvetay «.7.2.. (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Estius, and 
many others), but to ebyapiord x. 7.2. (comp. on Col. i. 3; 1 Thess. i. 2), as 
the main element, for the completeness und emphasis of which it serves. 
The participial definition pveiav «.7.4. specifies whereupon Paul sees him- 
self always moved to give thanks to God, namely, when he makes men- 
tion or Philemon in his prayers; and the following dxotw» «.7.A. is like- 
wise an accompanying definition to evyapiu7d «.7.1., stating whereby he 
finds himself induced to such thanksgiving, namely, because he hears, etc. 
It is not the intercession that has its motive explained by dxotwv (de Wette, 
Koch), otherwise the logically necessary statement, for what Paul gives 
thanks to God, would be entirely wanting, whereas the mention of Phile- 
mon in the prayer had no need of a motive assigned for it, and would 
have taken place even without the dxotew «.7.2.. Moreover, Paul does not 
by pveiav «7.2. express the intercession, but in general the mention in prayer, 
which is a much wider notion and also may be other than intercessory 
(in opposition to Hofmann)—adxotwv] continually, through Onesimus in 
particular. It is otherwise with dxotoavrec, Col. i. 4.—ryv ayarnr] the stand- 
ing notion of Christian love to the brethren, as in Col. iii. 14.—x. ray riorw] 
is more precisely defined by the following jy éyvew . . . dyiove, and hence 
is not specially to be understood of faith in the dogmatic sense, to which 
elg mavta¢ Tove dyiove would not be suitable. It is faithfulness ; comp. Gal. 
v. 22; Rom. iii. 3; 1 Thess.i.8; Matt. xxiii. 23; Tit. ii. 10; often in the 
LXX., Apocrypha, and Greek authors. So Michaelis and Hagenbach 
(Flatt with hesitation), also Winer, p. 383 [E. T. 410 f.]. But usually (see 
already Theodoret, and especially Grotius) expositors assume a chiasmus, 
so that zpic r. kbp. I. is to be referred to rt. riot, and ei¢ mr. 1. dyiovg to 
tyv ayax.(de Wette, Wilke, Rhetor. p. 372; Demme, Koch, Wiesinger, 
Ewald), to which also Bleek and Hofmann come in the end. Against this 
may be decisively urged, jv éxewc, whereby mpd¢ rt. Kipv .. . dylovg is 
attached as one whole to tiv riotw. With ry aydrny the jy éxerc has noth- 


1 Perhaps it is to this part of the address, _ certainly very numerous private letters, which 
which directed the letter to a congregational the apostle wrote in the prosecution of his 
circle, that we are indebted for the preserva- many-sided labors. 
tion of the document—the only one of the 
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ing whatever to do; the former has, on the contrary, its own definition of 
subject by means of cov, which again does not stand in any connection 
with ry riorw. [FXLIIL6.] Comp. Col.i.4. The usual objection to the 
interpretation faithfulness, namely, that the dogmatic sense of xior¢ is the 
stated one when it goes along with ayaz7, does not hold good, inasmuch as 
ayarn stands first (comp. also Gal. v. 22); in the stated combination of 
faith and love the faith precedes (in accordance with the inner genetic 
relation, Gal. v. 6), as 1 Cor. xiii. 13; Eph. i. 15; Col. i. 4; 1 Thess. i. 3, iii. 
6; 1 Tim.i. 14; 2 Tim. i. 13, al.; hence the transposition tr. riotw x. T. 
aydaryv is found here too in D E, min. vss. and Ambrosiaster. The inter- 
change of rpé¢ and ei¢ can occasion no surprise, inasmuch as Paul is 
fond of varying the prepositions (see on Rom. iii. 20; Gal. ii. 16; Eph. i. 
7), as this is also of frequent occurrence with classical writers, without the 
design of expressing a different relation. On zpéc, comp. 1 Thess. i. 8; 
4 Macc. xv. 21, xvi. 22; Dem. 656, 19; Lucian, Tor. 41. It is to be 
observed withal, that the stated notion: faith in Christ, is never indicated 
by zp éc, a fact which likewise tells against the ordinary interpretation. 
Ver. 6. "Oru «.7.4.] PXLIII ¢.] cannot, as is uswally held (also by Winer, 
de Wette, Demme, Koch, Ellicott, Bleek, and Hofmann), introduce the 
aim of the intercession, ver. 4, since preiav cov roby. x.7.2. Was only an 
accompanying definition, and dxobwv «.7.2, already pointed back to ebyapiord 
«7.4. (see on ver. 5). It attaches itself (so rightly, Grotius, Bengel, Wie- 
singer, Ewald) in its telic sense (not in the sense of so thal, as Flatt and 
older expositors would have it taken) to ver. 5, specifying the tendency of 
qv éyecc. For the sake of making this attachment Paul has put the jy éyers, 
which would be otherwise superfluous.—) xowwria tij¢ riotedc cov] 
[XLII d.] is by no means to be explained as if 7} xowwvia cov tie ricrews 
(or cov ei¢ tiv riorev) stood in the text, which would have to be the case, 
if we take the rendering of Hofmann (‘the fellowship of faith, in which 
Philemon stands with his fellow-believers”). In order to the right interpre- 
tation observe further, on the one hand, that xowwvia is with Paul, as 
mostly also with classical writers, when it is not accompanied by the geni- 
tive of the personal pronoun (Phil. i. 5), always so employed, that the 
genitive therewith connected denotes that with which the fellowship, or in 
which the participation, takes place (1 Cor. i. 9, x. 16; 2 Cor. viii. 4, xiii. 
18; Phil. ii. 1, ili. 10; Eph. iii. 9, Elz.), consequently is the genitive not 
subjecti, but objecti ; and, on the other hand, that xowevia signifies not com- 
municatio, but communio, consortium. Accordingly there is at once set 
aside—(1) the traditional interpretation since the time of Chrysostom and 
Theophylact : “fides tua, quam communem nobiscum habes,” Bengel, 
comp. Luther, Wetstein, and many ; in which case the genitive has been 
taken subjectively, as by Wiesinger: thy faith-fellowship with all saints ; 
and by Ewald: “that thou believest in Christ not merely for thyself.” 
And there fall also (2) all interpretations, which transform the 
notion of kowwria into communicatio, such as that of Beza:! “ officia 


1Comp. Castalio, Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, Hammond, Heinrichs. | 
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benignitatis in sanctos promanantia ex fide efficaci.” Similarly also 
Calvin: “fidei communicationem appellat, quum intus non latet otiosa, 
sed per veros effectus se profert ad homines ;” he is followed substantially by 
de Wette (and Koch): “the communion of thy faith (genitivus subjecti), 
as well in the display of love towards individuals as in the advancement of the 
gospel,” which latter element cannot be brought hither from ovvepy., ; ver. 
1, and is out of place (comp. ver. 7). As the correct interpretation there 
remains only this, keeping the notion of ziore in consistency with ver. 5: 
the fellowship entered into with thy Christian fidelity. So faithful a Christian 
as Philemon draws all other saints (ver. 5), who come into relations of 
experience with him, sympathetically to himself, so that they form with 
him the bond of association unto like effort, and therewith become 
kowovoi Of his riorie.—évepyje yévytac x.7.A.] [XLIII e.] This fellowship 
with his fidelity is not to be an idle sympathy, but to become effective} to 
express itself in vigorous action—this is what Philemon wishes and aims 
at—and that by virtue of the knowledge of every Christian saving-blessing?— 
a knowledge which, in such pious fellowship, unfolds itself ever more 
fully and vividly, and which must be the means of powerfully prompting 
all Christian activity (Eph. i. 17 f.; Col. ii. 2, iii. 10). And the final aim 
of this activity? Toward Christ Jesus it is to take place, i.e. ei¢ Xp. ’L., 
which is neither, with Calvin, Estius, and others, to be annexed to roi év 
juiv, nor, With Hofmann, to ayafoi, nor even, with Grotius, to zicrewc, but 
to évepy. yévnrat, in which case alone it has the significance: Christ Jesus’ 
will, work, kingdom, honor, and so forth, are to be their holy destination 
and relative aim. Consequently the whole passage might be paraphrased 
something in this way: And with this thy Christian fidelity thou hast the 
sacred goal of fellowship in view, that whoever enters into the participation 
of the same, may make this partaking through knowledge of every Christian 
blessing effective for Christ Jesus. An appeal to thé profound Christian 
consciousness of Philemon, by way of preparation for the designed inter- 
cession on behalf of Onesimus, whom Paul in fact was now on the point 
of introducing to that xowwvia rig rictewe of his friend! Respecting the 
manifold other explanations of évepyij¢ yévytac «.7.2., it is to be observed, on 
the one hand, that we have not, with many (including Wiesinger and Hof- 
mann), arbitrarily to restrict the notion of évepy#e to the exercise of love, 
but to extend it to the collective activity of the Christian life; and, on the other 
hand, that as the subject of the xowwria is not Philemon, but others (comp. 
also Bleek), the latter, namely the xowwvol tij¢ ricted¢ cov, must also be the 
subject of éxiyvwore ; by which all expositions, according to which Philemon 
is held to be this knowing subject, are set aside, whether ravri¢ ayafov be 
taken in the moral sense, of every virtue (Chrysostom), of good works and 
the like, or (although in itself correctly) of the Christian blessings of 


1The translation of the Vulgate, evidens,is enriched us (comp. on 2 Cor. viii. 9), are faith, 
based upon the reading évapy7s; so ecodd. hope, love, patience, peace, joy in the Holy 
Lat. in Jerome, Pelagius (Clar.Germ.: mani- Spirit, etc. In devout fellowship these become 
festa). eyer more fully, vividly, and experimentally 

2Such blessings, by which Christ has known as regards their nature and yalue. 
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salvation, which are to be known. Hence we have to reject the interpre- 
tation of Oecumenius: 6a tov éxcyvoval ce Kal mpdrrew ray ayabéy, in 
which case the doing is arbitrarily imported, as is also done by Theophy- 
lact, according to whom ézywéoxew is held to be equivalent to ayarav kai 
perayerpifecta. So likewise in substance de Wette, who mixes up moral 
action as keeping equal pace with moral knowledge, and takes rd év jyiv 
as: the good which is as to principle and spirit in us Christians; he is 
followed by Demme and Koch. We have further to reject the explana- 
tion of Flatt (so in substance also Osiander, Calovius, Bengel): “thy faith 
shows itself active through love, by means of a grateful recognition of all the 
benefits,” etc., or (as Wiesinger puts it): “inasmuch as it (namely, thy 
fellowship of faith) recognizes—which is possible only for love—in the other 
the good which is in him.” We have to set aside, lastly, the explanation of 
Hofmann, who, after the example of Michaelis,! retaining the reading é& 
tyiv, and taking ravric ayabov as masculine, finds in év éxivécer x.7.2. the 
meaning, that every one in the Christian sense good, every true Christian among 
the Colossians,? Philemon should know as being that which heis; only by 
virtue of such knowing would his fellowship of faith show itself effectively 
operative through the exercise of Christian love—which would not be the 
case with those ‘‘ whose Christian virtuousness he failed to know.” Erasmus, 
Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Pricaeus, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, and 
others, have done rightly in not referring the éxéyveore to Philemon as the 
knowing subject,but wrongly in understanding érij». of becoming known, ase.g. 
Erasmus, Paraphr.: “adeo ut nullum sit officium Christianae caritatis, in 
quo non sis et notus et probatus.” Beza: “ut hac ratione omnes agnoscant 
et experiantur, quam divites sitisin Christo,” ete——dayatov] Comp. Rom. xiv. 
16; Gal. vi. 6; Luke i. 53, xii. 18, 19; Heb. ix. 11, x.1; Ecclus. xii. 1, xiv. 
25, al, ; wav ayabdv 70 év quiv really expresses quite the same thing as is 
expressed at Eph. i.8 by raoa eidoyia rvevuaru.—rov év juiv] applies to 
the Christians generally, these being regarded as a whole. The blessings 
are in the Christian community. 

Ver. 7. [XLIII f.] Not the assigning of a reason for the intercession (de 
Wette and others; see in opposition thereto, on ver. 6), but a statement of 
the subjective ground (the objective one was contained in ver. 5 f.) of the 
thanksgiving, ver. 4. Jerome already aptly remarks: “plenius inculcat 
et edocet, quare dixerit: gratias ago,” ete——yapdv] emphatically prefixed. 
The aorist io yov (see the critical remarks) relates to the point of time, 
at which the axotev, ver. 5, had hitherto taken place.—oa4fv] applies 
to both substantives.—rapdxdyow] for Paul is décueoc, vy. 1, 9. Comp. 
rapnyopia, Col. iv. 11.—dre ra ord. x.7.4.] Move precise explanation to én 
Th dydry cov: because, namely, the hearts (comp. ver. 20, as also 2 Cor. vi. 
12, vii. 15; Phil. i. 8, al.) of the saints are refreshed by thee. There is no 
more particular information as to the work of love referred to; and it 


1 Who interprets: “as often as thow comest be referred to Philemon himself and to those 
to know a good man among the Colossians!” adduced along with him in ver. 2. The Col- 

2If the reading év ducy were genuine, it ossian church is brought in after a purely arbi- 
could only, in accordance with the context, trary way by Michaelis and Hofmann. 
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is quite arbitrary to refer rév dy. specially to the poor Christians (Grotius, 
Rosenmiiller, and others), or even still more specially to “the mother- 
church of Christendom” (Hofmann), which is not to be made good either 
by 1 Cor. xvi. 1 or by Rom. xii. 13.—ddeAgé] not emphatic (“brother 
in truth,” de Wette, whom Kock follows; comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.), 
but touching affection. Comp. Gal. vi. 18. 

Ver. 8. [On Vy. 8-17, see Note XLIV. pages 418, 419.] Avé] explains the 
ground for the following dia +. ayar. pa2Aov rapaxaae: Wherefore (because 
Ihave so much joy and solace from thee), although Iam by no means 
wanting in great boldness (1 Tim. iii. 13; 2 Cor. iii. 12; Phil. i. 20) to 
enjoin upon thee what is becoming, I will rather for love’s sake exhort, will 
make exhortation take the place of injunction. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact (comp. also Theodoret), Erasmus, Michaelis, Zachariae, and 
others attach 66 to the participial assertion. This is unpsychological; 
what Paul has said in ver. 5 [7] accords not with commanding, but with 
entreaty.—év Xpor@] In Christ, as the element of his inner life, Paul 
knows that his great confidence has its basis. But this fellowship of his 
with Christ is not merely the general Christian, but the apostolic, fellow- 
ship.—réd avixov] that which is fitting, that is, the ethically suitable ; Suidas: 
76 xpéxov; not used in this sense by Greek writers. Comp. however, Eph. 
v. 4; Col. iii. 18; 1 Macc. x. 40, 42, xi. 35; 2 Mace. xiv. 8. Thus Paul 
makes that, which he desires to obtain from Philemon, already to be felt 
as his duty— da tiv ayarqv] is understood by some of the love of Philemon 
(Calvin and others, Cornelius a Lapide: “ut scilicet solitam tuam 
caritatem in servum tuum poenitentem ostendas’’); by others, of the love of 
the apostle to Philemon (Estius and others) ; by others again, jv kayo éyw rpd¢ 
ce, Kai od mpdc énué (Theophylact; comp.Oecumenius and others; Grotius: 
“per necessitatem amicitiae nostrae”). But all these limitations not 
expressed in the text are arbitrary; itis to be left general: on account of 
love, in order not to check the influence of the same (which, experience 
shows, is so great also over thee), but to allow it free course. It is the 
Christian brotherly love in abstracto, conceived of as a power; 1 Cor. xiii. 

Ver. 9 f. [XLIV b.] Before rowiroe we have to place a full stop; the 
participial predication rowiroc év sums up the quality which was expressed 
in ver. 8 by roddq... paddov rapaxa2G; and lastly, d¢ MaiAoc . . . Xpiorod 
supports the rapaxa2é ce x.7.2. of ver. 10, from a consideration of the 
personal position of the apostle in such a way, that the granting of the 
request could not but appear to Philemon as a matter of dutiful affection. 
Consequently: Seeing that I am so constituted} since such is my manner 
of thinking and dealing, that, namely, in place of commanding thee, I 
rather for love’s sake betake myself to the rapaxaieiv, I exhort thee as Paul, 
etc. A very mistaken objection to this view of rowivroc dy is that Paul 
would not have said at all that he was so constituted, but only that he did 
80 in the given case (Hofmann, following Wiesinger). He, in fact, says even 
now with ro.ovroc &v itself that such is his nature. Observe, moreover, that 


1The Vulgate erroneously referred &v to Philemon: “cum sis talis,” which Cornelius a 
Lapide unsuccessfully defends. 
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the supporting elements, é¢ IatAoc x.7.2., are prefixed with all the emphasis 
of urgency to the rapaxaia, since in then lies the progress of the repre- 
sentation, namely, that which comes in as additional to the mapaxana, 
already said before. Usually rowvrog is taken as preparative, so that d¢ 
TavAoc «.7.2. is the more precise explanation of it: in which case some (as 
Luther, Calvin, and others, including Flatt, de Wette, Wiesinger, Ewald) 
find only two elements, taking d¢ Il. rpeoBirne together; others (most 
expositors since the time of Chrysostom, including Bleek and Hofmann), 
three elements—Ilaiioc, mpecBirnc, décuioc. Expositors have differed in 
defining the significance of the particulars in their bearing on the matter in 
hand, while recognizing on the whole the “pondus ad movendum 
Philemonis animum” (Estius). According to de Wette (comp. Wetstein), 
rotovroc Ov K.T.A. is to be held parallel to the participial clause of ver. 8, in 
accordance with which the participle would thus have to be resolved 
by although. But the whole mode of interpretation, which takes 
Towovro¢ aS preparative, is untenable. It must of necessity point back, 
summing.up. under the notion of personal quality what was said by 
' roAAjy ... wapaxaa® in ver. 8; for if tovovroc is not already defined (as ts 
here the case by reference to ver. 8), it may, doubtless, become defined 
either by an adjective immediately following, or by a following oloc, or dc? 
or dcoc,t or by Sore with the infinitive® but never by 6c, which neither 
actually occurs (the usually cited passage from Andocides in Wetstein, de 
Wette has rightly described as not here relevant®) nor can take place 
logically, since dc, that is, as (not like, which it means after rovévde in Aesch. 
Pers. 180), already presupposes the definiteness of rowitoc. This more 
precise definiteness is not, however, to be relegated to the mere conception 
or mode of view of the writer (Wiesinger: “I, in my circumstances ”),. 
according to which d¢ is then held to introduce an appositional definition, 
to which also Bieek and Hofmann ultimately come; but it is to be taken 
from what Paul has previously said, because it results from that quite 
simply and suitably. Comp. on rowvroe &v, which always in classical 
writers also—where it is not followed by a corresponding oloc, d¢, dc0¢, or 
éore—summarily denotes the quality, disposition, demeanor, or the like, 


180 e.g. Erasmus, Paraphr.: “Quid enim 2Plato, Conv. p. 199 D; Dem. 41, 3.” 


neges roganti? primum Paulo: cum Paulum 
dico non paulum rerum tibi significo; deinde 
seni; nonnihil tribui solet et aetati.. . nune 
etiam vincto: in precibus nonnihil ponderis 
habet et calamitas obtestantis ; postremo vine- 
to Jesu Christi: sie vincto fayere debent, qui 
vrofitentur Christi doctrinam.” Similarly 
Grotius and others; while, according to Hein- 
richs, by MaidAos there was to be awakened 
gratitude; by mpeoB. the readiness to oblige, 
natural towards the aged; and by 8€op0s "I. 
Xp. compassion. Hofmann holds that “the 
name Paul puts Philemon in mind of all that 
makes it a historical one,” and that the im- 
pression of this becomes thereupon confirmed 
by the other two elements. 


3Xen. Anab. iv. 4. 2; Plat. Phaed. p. 92 B; 
Heb, viii. 1. 

4Tsoer. Paneg. 21. 

5 Plato, Conv. p. 175 D, al. 

6The passage runs: 6 8 mrdavrwv Sewdrardv 
€oTl, TLODTOS Oy ws edvous TS Siew Tods Adyous 
moetrat, Here, precisely as in our passage, 
as edvovs belongs not to tovodros wy, but to 
what follows, and rovodros Sy sums up what 
had been said before—The comparison of 
todaSe, Hom. Od. xvi. 205 (Hofmann), where 
besides no as follows, is unsuitable, partly 
on the general ground of the well-known 
diversity of meaning of the two words (comp. 
Kuhner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 7. 5), which is not to 
be abandoned without special reason, partly 


VERS. 10, 11. 405 


more precisely indicated before! It is further to be noted, (1) that the 


true explanation of rowvro¢ dy x.r.A. of itself imperatively requires that we 
connect these words with the following rapaxai@ (Flatt, Lachmann, who, 
however, parenthesizes d¢ Iavioc, de Wette, Wiesinger, Ewald, Bleek, 
Hofmann), not with that which precedes (as formerly was usual), in which 
case the second zapaxa4é is understood as resumptive, an ob» (Theophy- 
lact), inquam, or the like, being supplied in thought (so Castalio, Beza, 
Hagenbach, and many). (2) The elements expressed by d¢ Ilabdoc... 
Xpiorow stand—seeing that xpecBiryc is a substantive and has not the 
article—in such relation to each other, that rpecBirnc and vuvi dé Kad déopuoc 
«.7.A, are two attributive statements attaching themselves to IlatAoc; con- 
sequently: as Paul, who is an old man, and now also a prisoner, etc. (8) 
The (flexible) notion of xpecfir7¢ must by no means have its meaning 
altered, as is done e.g. by Calvin, who makes it denote “non aetatem, sed 
officium ;” but, at the same time, may not be rigidly pressed in so con- 
fidential a private writing, in which “lepos mixtus gravitate” (Bengel) 
prevails, especially if Philemon was much younger than Paul. Observe, 
withal, that the apostle does not use some such expression as yépwv, but 
the more relative term zpec3.; comp. Tit. ii. 2 with the contrast rovc 
vewrépouc in ver. 6. He sets himself down as a veteran in contradistinction 
to the younger friend, who was once his disciple. At the stoning of 
Stephen, and so some twenty-six or twenty-seven years earlier, Paul was 
still veaviac (Acts vii. 58); he might thus be now somewhere about fifty 
years of age. [XLIV c.]—déécpucoc "I. X.] asin ver. 1.—réxvov] tenderly 
affectionate designation of his convert (comp. 1 Cor. iv. 14 f.; Gal. iv. 19; 
1 Pet. y. 13), in connection with which the conception of his own child is 
brought more vividly into prominence by the prefixed éuov and by éyé 
(see the critical remarks), and év troic deauoic? makes the recommenda- 
tion yet more affecting and urgent.—Ovoipov] Accusative, in accordance 
with a well-known attraction; see Winer, p. 155 [E. T. 164]; Buttmann, p. 
68 [E. T. 78]. 

Ver. 11. Ingenious allusion to the literal signification of the name (cur- 
rent also among the Greeks) ’Ovfomuoc, useful. The objection of Estius, that 
Paul expresses himself in words derived from another stem (not from 
évivnuc), presupposes a mechanical procedure, with which Paul is least of 
all to be charged. We may add that, while there were not such forms as 
avovfowwoc and evovforpoc, doubtless he might, had he wished to retain the stem 
of the name, have employed avévyroc and ovnréc (Suidas), or dv@rwp (Pindar), 
or évaotpépoc (Plutarch, Lucian). An allusion, however, at the same time 
to the name of Christian, as sometimes in the Fathers Xpioriavde is brought 


because in that passage éy® toudcde stands 
absolutely and decxrtixws (hiece ego talis), so 
that the following wa@av «.7.A. belongs to 
nAvov. 

1Plato, Rep. p. 493 C; Xen. Anab. iii. 1. 30; 
Hellen. iv. 1. 38; Cyrop. i. 5,8; Soph, Aj. 1277 
(1298); Lucian, Cont. 20, and many other 
places. 


2That the expression: in the bonds, was 
suitable only to Rome and not to Caesarea, is 
incorrectly inferred by Wieseler, p. 420, from 
Acts xxiv. 23. See on that passage. It was 
likewise incorrect to assign the Epistle, on 
account of mpecBvrns, to the alleged second 
imprisonment at Rome (Calovius). 
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into relation with yp7oréc, is arbitrarily assumed by Cornelius a Lapide, 
Koch, and others, and the more so, as the expressions have already their 
occasion in the name Onesimus, and, moreover, by means of ooi and éuoi 
an individually definite reference.—aypyorov] unserviceable, only here in 
the N. T. (comp. however, dovdog ayxpeioc, Matt. xxv. 30; Luke xvii. 10). 
A definition, wherein the uselessness of Onesimus in his service consisted 
(the usual view from the time of Chrysostom : that he had robbed his mas- 

ter) does not appear more precisely than in the hint ver. 18 f—vwvi 6 .. 
ebypnorov| [XLIV d.] Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 21, iv. 11; Plato, Pol. iii, p. 411 B: 
xphoipov & &xpyotov éxoincev. The usefulness, which now belongs to Onesimus, 
‘is based simply on his conversion which had taken place, ver. 10, and 
consequently consists for Philemon in the fact, that his slave now will ren- 
der his service in a far other way than before, namely, in a distinctively 
Christian frame of mind and activity (consequently without eye-service and 
man-pleasing, &¢ 7@ kupiy «.7.4., as it is expressed) at Col. iii. 29 ff.), and for 
Paul himself in the fact that, because the conversion of Onesimus is his 
work (ver. 10), in that transformation of the previously useless slave there 
has accrued to the apostle, as the latter’s spiritual father, gain and recom- 
pense of his labor (Phil. i. 22), the joy and honor of not having striven in 
vain (Phil. ii. 16). Thus the benefits, which Philemon and Paul have 
respectively to enjoy from Onesimus as now constituted, are brought into 
contact and union.2~ What a weighty and persuasive appeal was urged in 

the ingenious «ai éuoi (comp. Rom. xvi. 18; 1 Cor. xvi. 18) is at once felt. 
Ver. 12. The rectified text? is: 6v avéreuya cor’ ot d8 abrdv, TouvTéots TA 
éuad orAdyyva (without zpocAaBo0v). [XLIV e.]—On avéreupa, remisi, comp. 
Luke xxiii. 11.—rovuréore ra gud orAdyyva] that is, my heart, by which Onesi- 
mus is designated as an object of the most cordial affection. So Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, and many. éud has an ingeniously-turned emphasis, in con- 
trast to abrév. According to others, the thought would be: éué¢ éorw vide, 
ix tov éuov yeyévvnrat oradyxver, Theodoret (comp. also Chrysostom).‘ 
But in this way the relation already expressed in ver. 10 would be only 
repeated, and that in a form, which would be less in keeping with that 
spiritual fatherhood. Paul, moreover, statedly uses orAdyyva for the seat 
of the affection of love (2 Cor. vi, 12, vii. 15; Phil. i. 8, ii. 1; Col. iii. 12; 
Philem. 7, 20; comp. also Luke i. 78; 1 John iii. 17), and so also here, 
where the person to whom one feels himself attached with tender love 
(which, according to ver. 10, is certainly felt as paternal; comp. Wisd. x. 
5; 4 Mace. xvi. 20, 26) is designated by the lover as his very heart, because 
its feelings and inclinations are filled by this object.6 When we set aside 


1Plato, Jys. p. 204 B: havddAos Kai axpynoros, 3 
Mace. iii. 29; Ecelus. xxxvii. 19. 
2Comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia: got nara 


hand, Winer, p. 140 [E. T. 148]). 
4So too Beza, Cornelius a Lapide, Heinrichs, 
and others, following the Syriac. See in- 


Thy Umypediay, Emot Kata Thy BeATiwow Tod 
Tporov. 

8See the critical remarks. The text of 
Lachmann, ov aver. got, avrov, TovT’ Eoriv Ta 
éua omd., is followed by Hofmann, so that 
avrév is in apposition to dv (see, on the other 


stances in Pricaeus and Wetstein, and comp. 
the Latin viscera. 

5Comp. on this expression of feeling, the 
Plautine mewm corculum (Cas. iv. 4. 14), meum 
cor (Poen. i. 2. 154). 
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mpooAa ow as not genuine (see the critical remarks), the verb és wanting, 
so that the passage is anacoluthic ; the apostle is involuntarily withheld by 
the following relative clause presenting itself, and by what he, in the 
lively flow of his thoughts, further subjoins (ver. 18 ff.) from adding the 
governing verb thought of with od 62 airév, until at length, after beginning 
a new sentence with ver. 17, he introduces it in another independent con- 
nection, leaving the sentence which he had begun with ov 62 airéy in ver. 
12 unclosed. Comp. on Rom. v. 12 ff.; Gal. ii. 16.1 With classic writers, 
too, such anacoluthic sentences broken off by the influence of intervening 
thoughts are not rare, specially-in excited or pathetic discourse? 

Ver. 13 f. "Eyé] I for my part.—éSovréuyv] I was of the mind. Comp. 
70éAnoa, Ver. 14, and observe not merely the diversity of notion (BobdAouac: 
deliberate self-determination, see on Matt. i. 19), but also the distinction 
of the tenses. The apostle formerly cherished the design and the wish 
(imperfect 20v2.) of retaining Onesimus with himself, instead of sending 
him back to Philemon, but has become of the mind (historical aorist 
n0éAnoa), etc. Thus 7é2. denotes that which supervened on the previous 
oceurrence of the é8ova., and hindered the realization of the latter. 
Observe that Paul has not used éGovAéuyv dv; that would be vellem.—irxép 
cov | for thee, i.e. in gratiam tuam, that thou mightest not need thyself to - 
serve me. [XLIV f.] ixép accordingly is not here, any more than in any 
other passage of the N. T., used asa precise equivalent to ayri, although the 
actual relation of representation lies at the bottom of the conception in 
gratiam ; for Paul would have taken the service of the» slave as rendered 
by the master, to whom the slave belonged. Comp. Hofmann. This mode 
of regarding and representing the matter has nothing harsh about it, nor 
does it convey any obligation, which Philemon, had he been on the spot, 
would have fulfilled (Bleek), but simply the trustful presupposition, that 
Philemon himself would, if Paul had desired it, have ministered to him 
in the prison. Of this, however, Philemon was relieved by the service of 
the slave, which in this way stood him in good stead. Schweizer, in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 480, explains likewise correctly : for thy benefit, but 
takes this in the sense: “so that it would be a service rendered to thee, 
imputed to thee, so that I would be under obligation to thee.” But this 
would only have the delicacy and tenderness which are found in it, if the 
thought: “in order that he might serve me, with a view to place me 
under obligation to thee,” contained the design of Onesimus ; if, accordingly, 
Paul had written something after this manner: d¢ éBobdero mpde éwavrdv 
pévew, iva x.t.2., Which, however, would have asserted a self-determination 
incompetent to the position of a slave. No; as the passage is written, 
there is delicately and tenderly implied in the irép cov the same thought, 
which,*in accordance with Phil. ii. 30, he might have expressed by iva 


1See generally, Winer, p. 528 ff. [E. T.567 pp. 442 f., 222, who rightly observes: “Hoc 
ff.]; Wilke, Rhetor. p. 217 f. anacoluthiae genus inter scriptores sacrog 
2 Eg. Plat. Symp. p. 218 A; Xen. Anab.ii.5.  nulli frequentius excidit quam Paulo ap., 
13: and Kriiger in loc.; Aeschin. adv. Ctesiph. _ epistolas suas dictanti.” 
256, and Wunderlich in loc.; Bremi, ad Lys. 
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évarAnpdoy 7d cod torépnua; comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 17, Thusingeniously does 
Paul know how to justify his éSovAdu7» «.7.2.—seeing that he would, in fact, 
otherwise have had no claim at all upon another’s bondsman—by the 
specification of design iva imép ood «.7.A.—diaxovg] direct representation by 
the subjunctive, “ita quidem, ut praeteriti temporis cogitatio tanquam 
praesens efferatur,’ Kihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 2.—év roic¢ decuoicg tov 
evayy.] in the bonds, into which the gospel has brought me—in a position 
therefore (comp. ver. 9) which makes me as needful as deserving of such 
loving service.—yopic dé «.7.2.] but without thy consent, that is, ndependent 
of it, I have wished to do nothing, and so have left that wish unexecuted, in 
order that thy good may be not as from constraint, but from free will. The 
thought of the apostle accordingly is: But as I knew not thine own 
opinion, and thus must have acted without it, I was disposed to abstain 
from the retention of thy slave, which I had in view: for the good, which 
thou showest, is not to be as if forced, but voluntary. If I had retained 
Onesimus for my service, without having thy consent to that effect, the 
good, which I should have had to derive from thee through the service 
rendered to me by thy servant izép cov, would have been shown not from 
free will,—that is, not in virtue of thine own self-determination,—but as if 
compulsorily, just because independently of thy yréuy (“non enim potuisset 
refragari Philemon,” Bengel'). Observe at the same time that 7d ayafév 
cov, thy good, that is, the good which thou showest to others, is to be left quite 
in its generality, so that not the serviceable employment of the slave 
specially and in conereto is meant, but rather the category in general, under 
which, in the intended application, there falls that special ayabév, which is 
indicated in ver. 18. The restriction to the given case is impracticable on 
account of a4%d xara éxobovor, since Paul in fact did not at all intend to pro- 
cure the consent of Philemon and to retain Onesimus. This in opposition 
to the usual interpretation : ‘7d dyalév, i.e. beneficium tuum hocce, quo 
afficior a te, si hunce mihi servum concedis,” Heinrichs; comp. Bleck. But 
it is an error also, with de Wette, following Estius (who describes it as 
probable), to understand under 7d aya, cov the manumission? of the slave, 
or to understand it at least as “also included” (Bleek), of which even in 
ver. 16 there is no mention, and for suggesting which in so covert and 
enigmatic a fashion there would not have been any reason, if he had 
desired it at all (but see on 1 Cor. vii. 21). According to Hofmann (comp. 
his Schriftbeweis, II. 2, p. 412), rd ayabdv cov is, like 7rd ypyordv Tov Oecd at 
Rom. ii. 4, thy goodness, and that the goodness, which Philemon will show to 
Onesimus when he had returned into his position as a slave; this only then 
becomes an undoubtedly spontaneous goodness, when the apostle refrains 
from any injunction of his own, whereas Philemon could not have done 
otherwise than refrain from punishing the slave for his escape, if Paul 
had retained him to himself, in which case, therefore, Philemon might 


1Seneca, De Benef. ii. 4: “Si vis scire an 2 That the manumission did take place, has 
velim, effice ut possim nolle.” Luther aptly been inferred from the tradition that One- 
remarks: a constrained will is not voluntas, simus became a bishop. It may have taken 
but noluntaa, -place, but it is not meant here. 
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have seemed to be kind compulsorily. This explanation, brought out by 
the insertion of thoughts between the lines, is to be set aside as at variance 
with the context, since there is nothing in the connection to point to the 
definition of the notion’of 1rd aya0év cov as goodness towards Onesinvus, 
but on the contrary this expression can only acquire its import through 
the delicately thoughtful tva ixép cod por dtaxovp K.7.A—de Katd dvéyny] 
emphatically prefixed, and dé¢ expresses the idea: “so that it appears 
as constrained.” Comp. Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 860.1 

Ver. 15. Paul now supports his course of procedure in having given up 
his previous plan of retaining Onesimus with him, and in sending the lat- 
ter back, by the consideration that the brief separation of the slave from 
his master may perhaps have had the Providential destined aim, etc. 
This destined aim would have been in fact counteracted by the ulterior 
keeping apart of the slave from Philemon.—réya] easily, perhaps, Rom. v. 
7. So also in classical writers, but more frequently conjoined with dy, 
Comp. for a similar use of icwe, Luke xx. 13, and Buttmann, ad Soph. 
Phil. p. 180.2 A categoric assertion, although appropriate to the expres- 
sion of a firm confidence, would have been less sparing of the feelings in 
the relation of the injured master to the fugitive slave, than the problem- 
atic mode of expression ; it may readily be, that the way of the poipa Ocod 
has been such, etc.—éywpic#y] eiojuwc Kai tHv ovyjv yupiopdv Karel, iva pp 
TO ovéuate tHe ovyy¢ mapoftvy Tov decxéryv, Theophylact. The aim of sooth- 
ing underlies also the choice of the passive expression, as Chrysostom 
SayS: ovK elrev’ éyopicev éavtdy ... ov yap avTov Td KaTacKebacwa Td ént 
ToUTw avayupioat K.r.A—npd¢ Gpav}] Comp. 2 Cor. vii. 8; Gal. ii. 5; 1 Thess. 
ii. 17. This relative statement of time leaves it entirely undefined, how 
long the brief stay of Onesimus with Paul lasted.—iva] divine destined 
aim therein. Chrysostom and Jerome already refer to Gen. xlv. 5.— 
aiévov] not adverb, which is aiwviwc, but accusative, so that the adverbial 
notion is expressed by way of predicate. [XLIVg.] Winer, p. 433 [E. 
T. 464]: Kiihner, II. 1, p. 234 f. Erasmus aptly observes: “ipsum jam 
non temporariwum ministrum, sed perpetuo tecum victurum.” The notion 
itself, however, is not to be taken as the indefinite perpetuo (Calvin, Gro- 
tius, and many), or more precisely per omnem tuam vitam (Drusius, Hein- 
richs, Flatt, Demme, and others), in connection with which Beza and 
Michaelis point to the ordinances of the law with regard to the perpetua 
mancipia (Ex. xxi. 6; Deut. xv. 17); but—as is alone consonant with the 
N. T. use of the word concerning the future, and the Pauline doctrine of 
the approaching establishment of the kingdom—in the definite sense : for 
ever, embracing the expiring aidv otroc and the aidy péAdwv attaching itself 
thereto, and presupposing the Parousia, which is still to be expected 
within the lifetime of both parties; but not, that the Christian brotherly 
union reaches into eternity (Erasmus, Estius, de Wette, and others); so 


10n xara avayr., by way of constraint (in — dvayxaoris, add’ éxovoiws; Thucyd, viii. 27. 3: 
the passive sense), by compulsion, comp.  «xaé’ éxovolav 7 mavu ye avayky, Plat. Prot. p. 
Thucyd. vi. 10. 1; Polyb. iii. 67. 5; 2 Macc. 346 B. 

‘xy. 2; on the contrast, comp. 1 Pet. v. 2: wy 2 Chrysostom aptly remarks: cadds 10 tdxa, 
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in the main also Hofmann: “as one who remains to him for ever, not 
merely for lifetime ;”’ comp. Bleek.—dréyy¢] Comp. Phil. iv. 18; Matt. vi. 
2. The compound expression (mayest have away) denotes the definitive 
final possession. 

Ver. 16. Altered relation which with the aidviov avriv axéyew was to 
take effect, and thenceforth to subsist, between Philemon and Onesimus. 
—obxére &¢ dovdor] in this is implied not a hint of manuwmission, but the 
fact that, while the external relation of slavery remains in itself unchanged, 
the elhical relation has become another, a higher one (izép dovdov), a 
brotherly relation of affection (a6e2¢. ayar.). Christianity does not abolish 
the distinctions of rank and station, but morally equalizes them (comp. on 
ioéryta, Col. iv.1; 1 Tim. vi. 2), inasmuch as it pervades them with the 
unifying consecration of the life in Christ,’ 1 Cor. vii. 21 f,, xii. 18; Gal. 
iii. 28; Col. iii. 11. To the é¢ the following izép is correlative: not 
further in the quality of a slave, but in a higher manner than as a slave ; 
adeAgdv ayar., as a beloved brother, is then the epexegesis of iép dodAov. 
And the latter is conceived of thus: so that he is beyond and above a 
dovAog, is more than such.2—ydAuora éuor x.7.A.] belongs to ade2. ayax. In 
that view wdAcora has its reference in the relation of Onesimus to his 
fellow-Christians, with whom he has hitherto been brought into connection ; 
among these it was Paul, to whom he stood most of alli—that is, in higher 
degree than to any other—in the relation of a beloved brother.—réa@ 6é 
paAAov coi] since he is thy property, and does not enter into merely tem- 
porary connection with thee, such as that in which he stood with me; 
see ver. 15.—xai év capxi xat év kup.] specifies the two domains, in which Onesi- 
mus will be to him yet far more a beloved brother than to the apostle, 
namely, in the flesh, t.e. in the sphere pertaining to the material nature of 
man, in things consequently that concern the bodily life and needs, and in 
the Lord, i.e. in the higher spiritual life-sphere of fellowship with Christ. 
Accordingly, év capxi Philemon has the brother as a slave, and év kupiw 
the slave as a brother; how greatly, therefore, must he,in view of the 
mutual connection and interpenetration of the two relations, have him, 
as well év capki as év kvpiv, as a beloved brother! How much more still 
(xéo0m 62 waAdov) must Onesimus thus be such an one to Philemon, than 
to the apostle! The two domains of life designated by év capxé and év xupio 
—which, connected by xa? . . . kai, exclude the conception of ethical con- 
trast “—are to be left in all their comprehensiveness. Influenced by the 
erroneous presupposition of manumission (see on ver. 15), de Wette 
thinks in év capki of the family-relation into which the manumitted one 
enters. 


Ver. 17. 0tv] resuming ; see on ver. 12, where the request, to which utter- 


twa eifp 0 deamdrys* ererdy yap amd adOadeias mentally supplied (Grotius, Storr, Flatt); 


yéyover 7 pvyy Kat Sveotpampéevns Stavoias, Kat 
ovK amd mpoatperews, A€yer TAXA, 

1In accordance with this Christian-ideal 
mode of view we have to leave ovxéri abso- 
lute, and not to weaken it by mévoy to be 


comp. on Col, iii. 23. 
2Comp. Plato, Rep. p. 488 A; Legg. viii. p. 
839 D; ov« eer drip dvOpwrov; 2 Mace. ix. 8. 
®Comp. Eklund, oépé vocabulum ap. Paul., 
Lund 1872, p. 47 f. 
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ance is only now finally given after the moving digressions vy. 13-16, was 
already to be expressed.—The emphasis, and that in the way of furnish- 
ing a motive, lies upon kocverdy: [XLIV h.] if thou hast me as a partner, 
if thou standest in this relation to me,—according to which consequently 
the refusal of the request would appear as proof of the contrary. As to 
this use of éyev, comp. on Matt. xiv. 4. The notion of the xowwvia is not 
to be restricted more narrowly than is implied in the idea of Christian 
fellowship, and so of common believing, loving, hoping, disposition, work- 
ing, and so forth; while Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, and 
others bring out only the partnership of the ¢poveiv and the striving; 
whereas others, as Estius, Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, Flatt, et al., explain 
Kowavev as friend, and Beza and Bengel refer it to the community of 
property: “Si mecum habere te putas communia bona, ut inter socios 
esse soleat” (Beza); comp. Grotius. The dc is: so as if thou receivedst 
me, as if Inow came to thee; for see ver. 12.1 On xpoodafov, comp. Rom. 
Says Agno 7 

Ver. 18. [On Vy. 18-25, see Note XLV. pages 419, 420.] And herein the 
offence against thee, with which Onesimus is chargeable, is not to present 
an obstacle.—«i] indication in a hypothetic form, so as to spare the feel- 
ings: Attic politeness, see Herbst, ad Xen. Mem. i. 5.1; Bornem. ad Con- 
viv. iv. 8; Winer, p. 418 [E. T. 448]—re gdixyoé ce] Comp. Col. iti. 25; 
Gal. iv. 12; Acts xxvy.10. In what the wrong done to Philemon by Onesi- 
mus, and without doubt confessed to the apostle by the latter, actually 
consisted, is hinted in what follows.—j ogeiAe.] or—more precisely to 
describe this 7dixyce—oweth (anything). This applies to a money-debt (see 
ver. 19). Accordingly the slave had probably been guilty, not merely in 
general of a fault in service which injured his master (Hofmann), but in 
reality (comp. already Chrysostom) of purloining or of embezzlement, 
which Paul here knows how to indicate euphemistically. The referring 
it merely to the running away itself, and the neglect of service therewith 
connected, would not be (in opposition to Bleek) in keeping with the 
hypothetical form of expression.—rovro] the ™, which he #dixyoé oe i dgei- 
aec; hence we have not, with Grotius, Flatt, and others, to explain these 
two verbs of different offences (the former as referring to theft at his run- 
ning away, the latter to defalcation).—éyoi éAAdya] set it down to my 
account ; “me debitorem habe,” Bengel. Friendly pleasantry, which in 
ver. 19 becomes even jocular (werd ydpito¢ tie mvevuatixgc, Chrysostom), 
with which the subsequent ia pi Aéyw oo «7.2. is very compatible (in 
opposition to Hofmann), if it is correctly apprehended. On the form 
?AAoyéw we have not, with Fritzsche, ad Rom. v. 13, at once to pronounce 
against it: “nulla est” (comp. Matthies: “stultum est”), since éAoyéw 
likewise is only with certainty preserved in Rom. /.¢., and in Boeckh, 
Inscr. I. p. 850. It is true Aoydo, in Lucian, Lexiph. 15, means to be fond 
of speaking ; but this single passage, in which the simple form is pre- 


1Theophylact: tiva ovk av Kareducwmyce ; Erasmus: “recipias oportet velut alterum 
tis yap ovK ay ébéAnce IavAov mpocdééacOar, me.” 
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served, does not suffice to negative the use of the word in the sense of 
reckoning. 

Ver, 19. [XLV 0.] Promissory note under his own hand, in which by the 
elsewhere so weighty éy Matdoc (Gal. v. 2; 2 Cor. x. 1, al.) the friendly 
humor of the connection is rendered the more palpable through force of 
contrast. Whether Paul wrote the whole Epistle with his own hand (the 
usual view; see already Jerome, Chrysostom, and Theodoret), or only 
from this point onward, cannot be determined. In the latter case the 
raillery comes out the more prominently.—iva uj Aéyo coe k.7.A.] Comp. 
2 Cor. ii. 5, and the Latin ne dicam: “est cyjua rapaciwrioew sive reti- 
centiae, cum dicimus omittere nos velle, quod maxime dicimus,” Grotius. 
The iva denotes the design which Paul has in the éypawa . . . aroriow; 
he will, so he represents the matter, by this his note of hand avoid saying 
to Philemon—what he withal might in strictness have to say to him— 
that he was yet far more indebted to the apostle. [XLV] Without 
sufficient reason, Wiesinger after a harsh and involved fashion attaches 
iva, notwithstanding the intervening clause, to rotro éuol éAAdya, and then 
takes the coi, which according to the usual view belongs without empha- 
sis to Aéyw, as emphatic (sc. éAAéya); “that reckon to me, not to say: to 
thee.” So too Hofmann, according to whose arbitrary discovery in the 
repetition of the éyé the emphatic éuoi is held “to continue sounding,” 
until it finds in the emphatic ooé its antithesis, which cancels it. Why 
should not Paul, instead of this alleged “making it sound on,” have put 
the words iva pH Aéyw ool, bre k.7.A. (because, according to Hofmann) imme- 
diately after roiro éuoi éAAdya, in order thereupon to conclude this passage 
with the weighty éy® IlatAoc «.7.A.? Besides, there would be implied in 
that emphasizing and antithetic reference of the coi a pungent turn so 
directly and incisively putting him to shame, that it would not be in 
keeping with the whole friendly humorous tone of this part of the letter, 
which does not warrant us in presupposing a displeasure on Philemon’s part 
meriting so deeply earnest a putting him to shame (Hofmann). The very 
shaming hint, which the passage gives, is affectionately veiled in an appar- 
ent reticence by wa wy Agyw oo x.7.A4. Chrysostom already says aptly: 
évtpemtTixac dua cat xaprévtwc.—The oot added to Aéyo is in keeping 
with the confidential tone of the Epistle. Paul would not willingly 
remind his friend of his debt.—xat_ceavrév] also thine own self, d¢ iuov yap, 
gnol, the owtnpiag arfdavoacg Kat évrevdev dHAov d¢ THe aroorodcKHe HEN 
diacxariag 6 biAjuwr, Theodoret. Through his conversion he was indebted 
to the apostle for his own self, namely, as subject of the Cw) aidvioc.. The 
same view is found at Luke ix, 25. See on that passage.—rpooogeiAccc] 
insuper debes.. The conception, namely, is: “not to say to thee, that thow 
(namely, because I have made thee a Christian) owest to me not merely that, 
which I have just declared my wish to pay to thee, but also (kai) thine own self 
besides.” With due attention to the correlation of cai and mpéc, the force 


1 Herod. vi. 59; Dem. 650, 23; Thucyd. vii. 48.6; Xen. Qyrop. iii. 2. 16, Oec. 20.1; Polyb. v. 88. 
4, 8, viii. 25. 4; Lucian. Sacrif. 4. 
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of the compound would not have been overlooked (Vulgate, Luther, Flatt 
and others). ; 

Ver. 20. Yea, brother, I would fain have profit of thee in the Lord—vat] 
not beseeching (Grotius and many), but confirmatory (comp. on Matt. xv. 
27), as always: verily, certainly. It confirms, however, not the preceding 
kK. geavt. foc mpocogeidece (de Wette and Hofmann,, following Elsner),— 
against which may be urged the emphatically prefixed éyé (it must int 
that case logically have run: cod éy dvaiu.),—but the whole intercession for 
Onesimus, in which Paul has made the cause of the latter his own. He, 
he himself, would fain have joy at the hands of his friend Philemon in the 
granting of this request ; himself (not, it might be, merely Onesimus) is 
Philemon to make happy by this compliance.—évaiuyv] Expression of the 
wish, that this might take place (Kihner, I. 1, p. 193); hence the counter- 
remark of Hofmann that it is not “TI would fain,” but “may J,” is un- 
meaning. On the expression very current from Homer’s time (Odyss. 
xix. 68, il. 33), dvivayai twoc, to have advantage from a thing or person, to 
profit thereby, comp. Wetstein ; on the different verbal forms of the word, 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 12 f.; Kiihner, I. p. 879 f. In the N. 7. it is drat 
Aeyéu.; but the very choice of the peculiar word supports the usual hypo- 
thesis (although not recognized by de Wette, Bleek, and Hofmann) that 
Paul intended an allusion to the name Onesimus.2 There is the additional 
circumstance that the emphatic éé ingeniously gives point to the anti- 
thetic glance back at him, for whom he has made request; comp. also 
Wiesinger, Ellicott, Winer.—év xvpiy] gives to the notion of the ovaiuny its 
definite Christian character. Just so the following év Xprorg@. Neither’ 
means: for the sake of (Beza, Grotius, Flatt, and others). No profit of 
any other kind whatever does Paul wish for himself from Philemon, but 
that, the enjoyment of which has its ground in Christ as the ethical ele- 
ment. Comp. yaipew év xvpiy, and the like.—avéravoov «.7.4.] [XLV d.] 
let me not wish in vain this éy cov dvaip. év xvp.! Refresh (by a forgiy- 
ing and loving reception of Onesimus) my heart: ra oridyxva, seat of 
loving emotion, of the love concerned for Onesimus, comp. ver. 7; not an 
expression of love to Philemon (Oecumenius, Theophylact), nor yet a 
designation of Onesimus (ver. 12), as is maintained.by Jerome, Estius, 
Storr, Heinrichs, Flatt, and others. 

Ver. 21. Conclusion of the whole matter of request, and that “as if for 
a last precaution ” (Ewald), with the expression of the confidence, to 
which his apostolic dignity entitled him (iraxo#), although in accordance 
with ver. 8 he has abstained from enjoining. This, as well as the eida¢ bre 


“ahels Tov xaprevTLapmoy mad ExeTaL 


1 With this vai, adeAdé the humorous tone 
tav mpotépwy TOV orovdaiwy.” 


has died away, and, when Paul now inserts 


the need of his own heart and his hearty 
confidence as to the compliance of his friend, 
the intercession receives the seal of its trust- 
ful assurance of success, and therewith its 
close. Chrysostom already aptly observes 
that the vai, adeA¢é applies generally to the 
mpogAaBov requested, so that the apostle 


2Comp. Eur. Hec. 997: Hxeor’ ovaiuny rod 
mapovros, Ignat. Eph. 2: bvaiuny vuav oa 
mavtés, Rom. 5: ovaiunv tav Onpiwy.. 
evxomat K.T.A. 

3 The allusion would have been more easily 
seized, if Paul had written in some such way 
as: vai, adeAde, émot ov dvycimos eins. But, as 
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k.r.2., appended by way of climax as an accompanying definition to the 
rerolac bre x.7.A., could not but entirely remove any possible hesitation 
on the part of Philemon and complete the effect of the letter. Comp. 
already Chrysostom and Jerome.—kai inip 6 2éyo] what, i.e. what further 
deeds of kindness over and above the receiving back which was asked for, 
the apostle leaves absolutely to his friend, without, however, wishing to 
‘hint in particular at the manwmission of Onesimus (Bleek ‘and Hofmann, 
following older expositors); comp. on ver. 13 f. The certainty, however, 
that his friend will do still more, makes him the less doubt that at the least 
what is requested will be done. Thus there is contained in this eidae «.7.A. 
a thoughtfully contrived incitement.—Aé,o] namely, in that which I have 
written. Observe the different tenses.—xa/] not merely that which I say, 
but also. 

Ver. 22. This further commission too—what a welcome, and wisely 
closing, indirect support to the intercession for Onesimus! 70AAq yap 7 
xdptc Kat 4 Tynh TlabAov évdnuovvroc, Chrysostom ; and so the apostle, in fact, 
wished soon himself to see what effect his intercession had had.—aya dé wai} 
[XLV e.] that is, simultaneously with that, w Which thou wilt do in the case 
of Onesimus. This is the sense of the adverbial aua in all passages,’ even 
Col. iv. 3; Acts xxiv. 26; and 1 Tim. vy. 13 (in opposition to Hofmann), 
and among the Greek writers, so that it by no means expresses merely 
the conception of being joined, that the one is to associate itself with the 
other (Hofmann), but the contemporary connection of the one action with 
the other; Suidas: é7? tov xara rdv airdv xaipdv, Bleek erroneously 
renders: at the same time also I entreat thee; so, too, de Wette, as if dua dé 
kat rapaxaa@ or the like were in the text.—éroiuaté por Feviav] Paul hoped 
at that time for a speedy liberation; his ulterior goal was Rome; the 
journey thither, however, he thought of making through Asia Minor, where 
he also desired to come to Colossae and to take up his quarters (Acts xxviii. 
23) as a guest with Philemon. Comp. Introd. to Colossians, 32. Observe, 
moreover, that dua 62 kai presupposes so near a use of the gevia, as doubt- 
less tallies with the shorter distance between Caesarea and Phrygia, but 
not with the distance from Rome to Phrygia, specially since, according to 
Phil. i. 25 f,, ii. 24, Paul thought of journeying from Rome to Macedonia; 
hence it would have been inappropiate and strange on his part, if, start- 
ing from Rome, he had already bespoken a lodging in Colossae, and that, 
too, one to be made ready so without delay—iuav and dpiv apply to 
the persons already named, vv. 1,2. To extend the reference further, 
namely, to “the body of Christians amidst which Philemon lives” (Hof- 
mann), is unwarranted, The expression is individualizing. On yapuc6., 
may be granted, i.e. liberated in ta of you, comp. on Acts ili. 14, xxvii. 
24; on did t. mpocevy. tu, Phil. i. 19. This hope was not fulfilled. 
Calvin leaves this doubtful, but pan adds: “‘ Nihil tamen est absurdi, si 


he has expressed it, it is more delicate and combination of two expressions of activity, 

yet palpable enough, especially for the friend which takes place or ought to take place (as 

of whom he makes the request. here), What ouod is as rom«dy, dua is as 
1Where, namely, there is mention of the —_xpovexdy (Ammonius, p. 13). 
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spes, qualem de temporali Dei beneficio conceperit, eum frustrata 
fuerit.” ; 

Ver. 23 f. Salutations from the same persons, Col. iv. 10-14.—35 ovvaty- 
HaAwrde jov] See on Col. iv. 10. Here it further has expressly the 
specifically Christian character... Comp. déojco¢ év xvpiy, Eph. iv. 1—The 
Jesus Justus mentioned at Col. iv. 11 does not here join in the greeting. 
The reason for this cannot be ascertained. It is possible that this mari 
was absent just at the moment of Paul’s writing the brief letter to 
Philemon. According to Wieseler, p. 417, he was not among those in 
the abode of the apostle under surveillance (in Rome). 

Ver. 25. See on Gal. vi. 18. 


. 


Notes py AMERICAN EprTor. 


XLII. Vy. 1-3. 


(a) The use of the word déojo¢ in the salutation, instead of améoroAoc as in the 
other Epp. addressed to individuals (1 Tim., 2 Tim., and Tit.), may be explained, as 
Meyeralso suggests, in connection with the peculiarly personal and private character 
of this letter. Itsuse instead of do020¢ isnot improbably designed to affect the mind 
and feeling of Philemon, as heshould read the request which the letter conveyed. 
That the union of Timothy with himself belongs to the salutation only (see 
Note I. on the Ep. to the Philippians), is made evident in this Epistle, by the fact 
that the urgency of the appeal in the following verses.is founded on what Paul, 
not Timothy, had done, and on Paul’s friendship alone. Moreover, the Apostle 
speaks only in the first person singular, not at all in the first person plural. The 
word décjtoc, which applies to Paul alone, may also, so far as it is correctly 
explained above as employed rather than dovAoc, indicate the same thing. We 
may thus get from this Epistle a certain degree of confirmation of the view, that, 
in all the Pauline Epistles, the companions who are associated with the Apostle 
in the opening address have little share in anything beyond this.—(b) That Phile- 
mon lived in Colossae is made probable, if not certain, by Col. iv. 9, where Onesi- 
mus is spoken of as £ izov. By the word ovvepy@ he is put into the same class 
with Mark, Aristarchus, Demas, and Luke (ver. 24); and, as he had a church at 
his house, we must believe him to have been a prominent worker in the Christian 
cause, who had co-dperated with Paul himself. Lightf. says, “it is a safe infer- 
ence from the connection of the names that Apphia was the wife of Philemon.” 
He adds: “ With less confidence, but still with a reasonable degree of probability, 
we may infer that Archippus was a son of Philemon and Apphia.” All that can 
' be said upon this point is, that they are very closely united with the principal 
person addressed, in a letter which had reference to one of his slaves. They must, 
therefore, have been persons in such near relationship or friendship as to be asso- 
ciated with him in a letter of this altogether private character, The insertion of 
the name of Apphia before that of Archippus, who was a church officer, may be 


1Yet év Xprord "Inood might also be con- rating it from the nearest word, with which 
ceived as connected with acmazera (Bleek) even Chrysostom in his day expressly con- 
Comp. Phil. iv. 21; Rom. xvi. 22; 1 Cor. xvi. nected it. 
19. There is, however, no reason for sepa- 
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considered as favoring the view that she was Philemon’s wife—(c) Lightf. sup- 
poses Archippus to have been connected with the church in Laodicea—his name, 
in Col. iv. 17, follows immediately after the allusion to the letter to that church— 
and that he was a presbyter, or perhaps an evangelist having a missionary charge. 
Wieseler, also, supposes him to have belonged to that church, Ell., Koch, Lumby, 
Meyer, and others, oppose this view, and regard him as of the church at Colossae. 
Meyer, in his notes on Col. iv. 17 (foot-note, page 391), says we should expect that 
if Archippus had not lived at Colossae, Paul would have sent him a salutation, as 
he does to Nymphas, Col. iv. 15, in connection with the Laodicean church, and 
would not have asked another church, but rather his own, to admonish him. How 
far the words in Col. iv. 17 are to be regarded as implying failure in the full dis- 
charge of duty on the part of Archippus, is uncertain. Certainly, the Apostle so 
far approved of him as to call him in this Epistle, which was written at the same 
time with that to the Colossians, his cvvorpatiarne. : 


XLIII.. Vv. 4-7. 


(a) The comm. of recent date generally agree with Meyer in connecting 7dvrore 
with evyapiord, So Lightf. Alf., Lumby, Koch, de W., van Oost., Hackett, Wies- 
inger, and others. EIl., however, favors the connection with rovotiuevoc, R, V. 
joins with the verb; A. V. with the participle. The close correspondence of the 
phraseology with that in Col. i. 3, 4, and the fact that the two letters were written 
at the same time, make it altogether probable that the construction here accords 
with that which we find there. See note by Am. Ed. on that verse. dxodwv 
suggests the ground of the thanksgiving ; but, of gourse, the thing heard of, rather 
than the hearing itself, (that is, the love and faith of Philemon), are the real cause 
of Paul’s gratitude to God.—(b) The explanation of rv ayar7v, . . dyiovg by assuming 
a chiasmus, to which Meyer strongly objects, is supported by Alf., Hackett, Lightf., 
vy. Oost, and others, in addition to those whom Meyer mentions. The correspond- 
ing passage in Col. i. 3, 4 favors this view. The suggestion of Lumby is worthy 
of notice, and may perhaps give the best solution of the difficulty. He says, “The 
love was displayed towards the Christian congregation, the faith toward the Lord 
Jesus Christ. But they are so knit together where they truly exist, that St. Paul 
speaks of them as both exhibited alike toward Christ and toward His people.” The 
interpretation of miorw as meaning faithfulness (Meyer) is contrary to all the pro- 
babilities of such a passage as this. Davies thinks that “we may understand faith 
towards all the saints, in the light of the phrase which follows, kowwvia tie rictede 
gov, as meaning a readiness to acknowledge the community of faith with all other 
believers.” This, however, can hardly be regarded as a satisfactory explanation. 
Ell. suggests that, connecting wiorw with both of the prepositional phrases, faith 
may be understood as haying a purely spiritual reference as directed towards the 
Lord, and a more practical reference as directed towards the saints—(c) dz0¢ of 
ver. 6 is joined by Meyer immediately with vy éyevc, as specifying the tendency 
of what is suggested by these words. This construction Alf. regards as “ perfectly 
inconceivable in a piece of Paul’s writing.’ He also considers the sentence as 
thus interpreted “flat inthe extreme.” Ell. thinks it “utterly pointless.” Lightf. 
declares the construction to be “altogether harsh and improbable.” Van Oost., with 
a milder form of expression, says, “It seems to us by no means necessary and 
affords a sense least clear and simple.” The more common view is that it is to be 


ee 
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connected with pveiav cov rovobuevoc. So, in addition to the writers mentioned by 
Meyer in his note, Lightf., Alf., Davies, v. Oost., Hackett, and others. Hackett 
claims that Eph, i. 16 furnishes an exact parallel to the present case, and shows 
that bree belongs with toroiu. But this can hardly be maintained, because the 
insertion of the clause axotwr x.r.2. here, which gives the ground of the evapora, 
separates the éxw¢ clause from ovoi (which is not the case in Eph.), and thus 
throws the zovoiz into a much more subordinate position—making it appear, as 
Meyer says, as “only an accompanying definition.” The question as to the con- 
struction is one of much difficulty. As, however, in case the é7w¢ clause is joined 
with #» Exerc, the sentence becomes very peculiar in its form; as the letter is of 
that purely private and personal character which, more easily than other letters 
or writings, allows such irregularities as the carrying over of a thought through 
an intervening clause to one that follows; and as in each of the three other letters 
(Eph., Phil., Col.), which belong to the same period of Paul’s life with this one 
addressed to Philemon, the declaration is made, after the words expressing thank- 
fulness, that the writer prays for the readers, and then a final particle introducing 
a clause is added—it seems probable, notwithstanding the objections urged by 
Meyer, that the 6z@¢ clause is to be united with pveiay rovobp. éxi Trav mpooevyav. 
—(d) With respect to the words introduced by érwe, the following points may be 
noticed :—1. If the clause depends on pveiay rovoiw, «.7.2., the fact that Paul’s 
prayers at the opening of his Epistles generally have reference to the individuals 
addressed, and, in the case of the Epistles of this section, refer to the attainment 
of éxiyvoore on their part, points strongly towards the same understanding of this 
verse. 2. The probability that this verse is, in its thought, introductory to the 
request which is made on behalf of Onesimus in the following verses, favors the 
reference of the words to Philemon himself. The action and feeling towards 
Onesimus which are asked of him will be an example of what is prayed for in this 
clause. 3. The fact that in ver. 7 the thought passes again to daydmy seems to 
show that, in the uniting of faith and love here, the Apostle has prominently in 
mind the active power of faith in the individual as going out, through love, from 
the individual towards others. 4. These considerations, which favor the reference 
of Kowwvia, as well as all the other words, to Philemon, are opposed by the fact 
that where a genitive corresponding with rfc miorewc, as found here, occurs in the 
Pauline Epistles, it always, apparently, is objective. According to the analogy of 
other cases, therefore, the phrase means here the participation [of others] in thy 
faith—unless indeed, with Hofmann, 7 ow, t. rior. is regarded as a compound 
notion, cov depending on the whole phrase, thy participation in faith, which is hardly 
to be allowed. The things which point in opposite directions may, perhaps, be 
reconciled, either (xz) by adopting communication as the meaning of kovvwvia, after 
the analogy of Heb. xiii. 16—the communication of thy faith in the way of acts 
of love, or (y) by understanding kocvwvia as having the sense of sharing with others, 
and tice rior. as a gen. of possession or of source—the participation with others which 
appertains to, or springs from, thy faith.—(e) évepyn¢ indicates the effective working 
of this xovwevia in its outgoing towards others, and év évy, «.7.4, denotes the sphere 
in which this effectiveness has its life:—in the full knowledge of every good thing 
which belongs to Christians as looking towards Christ—for His honor, and having 
Him asits end. The man whose xoiwvia is thus év émvy. . .. ei¢ Xp. will treat 
others with Christian love, as Paul would have Philemon treat Onesimus—(/) 
yap of ver. 7 gives the reason for the Apostle’s expression of thankfulness as he 
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hears of Philemon’s love, etc., and on the ground of that love, ete. He is thus 
thankful for this love always, as he had had much joy in view of the fact that the 
hearts of the saints were refreshed by it. There can be but little doubt that éoxov 
and yapdv are to be accepted as the correct readings in this verse, instead of 
éoxouev or Exouev and’ yapev, 


XLIV. Vv. 8-17. 


(a) Av, which refers to the thought expressed in ver. 7, and thus to the joy and 
thankfulness filling Paul’s heart for Philemon’s love which goes out towards the 
saints, shows that the request with regard to Onesimus, which now begins, is so 
immediately’ connected with the introductory words as to determine the question 
of their interpretation—(b) As to the connection of toovro¢ ov, the passages cited 
by Lightf. (Plato Symp. 181 E, Alexis, in Meineke Fragm. Com. iii, p. 99), seem 
to show, in opposition to what is affirmed by Meyer, that tovovro¢ can be followed 
by oc, and the fact, also mentioned by Lightf., that all the Greek commentators 
connect the words in this way, must be allowed much weight. If this construc- 
tion is allowable, it is more natural and simple than that for which Meyer con- 
tends, who begins a new sentence with rovovroc, and translates, “Seeing that I am 
so constituted, since such is my manner of thinking and dealing, I exhort thee as 
Paul, etc.” On Meyer's view, the tovoiro¢ Sv becomes substantially a new taking 
up of woAAjv . . . . ayary, and the whole sentence as fur as Tapaxa/@ ce is a 
repetition of what has just been said. As to the quéstion whether (if tovodroc is to 
be joined with o¢) the clause is to be united with the preceding or the following 
mapakad@,—the close connection in idea of this clause with that of love, and the 
fact that the second mapaxaa@ has a very natural emphasis if it begins the new 
sentence, favor the view that it belongs with the preceding verb.—(c) Lightf. 
conjectures that the word mpeoBirne is either a form inserted in the text in place 
of mpeoBeur#c, or a form which, in the common dialect of Paul’s time, was often 
used as equivalent to it. The only reasons for supposing that Paul refers to him- 
self as an ambassador here, are the fact that he speaks of himself as such in Eph. 
vi, 20, (in that passage, however, he uses the verb xpeofetw), and the difficulty, 
whatever it may be, in the application to him of the term “aged man” at this 
time. These reasons have no serious weight. His age at the date of this letter 
may, not improbably, have been beyond sixty, and his many labors and trials, as 
all admit, may naturally have led him, at times, to feel that he was growing old, 
even more rapidly than the years themselves would imply. That Paul was under 
sixty at the time of writing the Epistles of this period, is hardly consistent with 
the language which he makes use of in them, and also in the Past. Epp. The 
conjectural reading or meaning which Lightf. suggests is to be admitted as possible 
but scarcely as that which is most probable. It is recognized by R. V. in the mar- 
gin.—(d) The emphatic repetition of his feeling of interest in Onesimus under 
different forms of expression—réxvov, éyévenoa év Toi¢ deopoic, éuol ebypnorov, ra 
éud ordayxva, bv... . katéyev—shows that he must have become very deeply 
attached to him, and also that he was desirous of urging Philemon by reason of 
this fact to give him a kindly reception—(e) Tisch. 8, Treg., W. and H, AltsR: 
Vics agree with Lachm., in omitting od dé of the text as given by Meyer at the 
beginning of his note on ver. 12. If this is the correct text, that translation is 
best which is given in R. V., whom I have sent (or, as avérepwa is probably an epist- 
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olary aorist, I send) back to thee in his own person, that is, my very heart. Lightf., on 
the contrary, supposes that a new sentence begins with airév (even with this text), 
and that it depends on the idea of the verb tpooAafov, which, however, is, by 
reason of inserted clauses, deferred until it appears in another construction in ver, 
17. The omission of xpocAaZov in immediate connection with airév, if this were 
the idea in his mind, would seem remarkable even in Paul’s writings. If od dé 
is to be read, spocAaSov, or some such verb, is almost necessarily supplied in 
thought, but this is not the case, if these words are omitted.—(f ) ixép [ood (ver. 
13) is, as Meyer says, not equivalent to avt? gov. What Onesimus might be able 
to do, in case he remained-with Paul, is conceived of as a service rendered on 
behalf of Philemon, since, being a servant of his, he would, in a sense, represent 
him in helping and comforting the Apostle. 7d dyafov cov refers to this same 
service regarded as good or benefit coming from Philemon. Meyer, EIL, Alf., and 
others, give a more general meaning to 70 ay. cov. Meyer objects to “the restric- 
tion of the expression to the given case,” because “Paul did not at all intend to 
procure the consent of Philemon and to retain Onesimus.’ But Paul is speaking 
of the reason why he was unwilling to act without the consent of Philemon, and 
the fact that he did not intend to procure Philemon’s consent does not prevent his 
alluding to the service, in this way, in connection with the setting forth of that 
reason.—(g) That aicwov means for eternity is held by most of the recent commen- 
tators. That this is not necessarily the signification of the word in such a case is 
admitted by Bleek, and is proved by such passages as Exod. xxi. 6. But, not 
improbably, this may be the correct view here, because of the contrast with mpoc 
épav, and because the change in Onesimus had given him an entrance into the’ 
Christian life, which endures ci¢ Cwiv aiéviov, The word aiaviov in this verse is; 
as Meyer says, not an adyerb, but an adjective—(h) xowwvdy of ver. 17 can hardly 
mean here merely a comrade or intimate friend, as Lightf. explains it. It rather 
has a sense connected with xowvwria, If thou holdest me to be (this is probably the 
meaning of éyeic, rather than simply hast) a participator, sharer, partner with thy- 
self in the Christian faith, etc. If 7 kowovia «7.2, of ver. 6 means the sharing 
with others which appertains to or springs from thy faith (as it is suggested in 
Note XLIII d that it may mean), the connection between the two kindred words 
of that verse and the present one is very close. 


XLY. Vv. 18-25. 


(a) It would seem probable, though not certain, from the use’ of the word 
é¢geiAet, that Onesimus had robbed Philemon before running away, and it is possible 
that this verb serves to define and specify the particular sense in which the more 
general word 7dixycev is used here,—showing that the wrong was a taking of 
money, which was still due (d¢e/Aer, in the present tense).—(b) The verb éypaya 
(ver. 19) is clearly a case of the epistolary use of the aorist. There can be no 
doubt that it refers exclusively to the words 47 droricw, and this verse, accord- 
ingly, furnishes a proof that this aor. can thus apply to a passage which wholly 
follows it. Not improbably the whole letter may have been written by Paul with 
his own hand. But this verb does not prove this to be the fact, nor does it have 
any bearing upon the question. It does not even prove that he wrote with his 
own hand all the following verses—(c) Meyer makes iva py Aéyo depend on 
ypaipa, éy® aroricw—I write this in order that I may not say, ete. This is pro- 
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bably the correct explanation of the present verse. But, as Hackett says, there 
may be an omission of some such words as “accept this pledge” (which might 
easily suggest themselves) before iva yf, and it may have been left to the reader 
to supply them.—(d) The connection of dvdravodv pov ra oxAdyxva with the 
similar words in ver. 7 cannot be doubted. This fact suggests that the whole 
letter is closely related to the introductory passage, and thus may have a bearing 
upon the interpretation of the difficult sentence in ver. 6, so far as the meaning of 
that sentence can be affected by the following context—(e) Ver. 22 indicates a 
similar hope of release from imprisonment to that which we find expressed in 
Phil. ii. 24. Meyer regards the ava as implying a speedy liberation—“at the 
same time with the fulfillment of my request respecting Onesimus [which Paul 
must have expected would take place very soon after the receipt of the Epistle], 
prepare me also a lodging.” He finds in this dua, also, an argument to show that 
the Apostle was at Caesarea when he wrote Eph., Col., and Philem. This view, 
however, is not made necessary by this word. The intercourse between Rome and 
Colossae may have been as easy and frequent, if not indeed more so, than that 
between the latter place and Caesarea. The arguments in favor of the view 
that Rome was the place where the three Epistles were written are, on the whole, 
satisfactory, and they are also sufficient to lead to the adoption of that view. 
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THE modern school of exegesis had its rise in Germany. Its excel- 
lence and peculiarity consisted in a rigid adherence to the philological 
characteristics of the sacred text, and its sole aim was to reproduce the 
exact meaning of the original, unbiased by preconceived views, 
Among modern exegetes, Meyer undoubtedly holds the first place. 
His peculiar excellences, his profound learning, his unrivalled know- 
ledge of Hellenistic Greek, his exegetical tact, his philological precision, 
his clear and almost intuitive insight into the meaning of the passage 
commented on, and his deep reverential spirit, all qualified him for being 
an exegete of the first order. Indeed, for the ascertainment of the mean- 
ing of the sacred text his commentaries are, and we believe will long con- 
tinue to be, unrivalled. These qualifications and acquirements of the 
great exegete are well stated by Dr. Dickson, the general editor of this 
series, in the general preface affixed to the first volume of the Epistle to_ 
the Romans. The similar commentaries of de Wette are certainly of 
very high merit, and have their peculiar excellences; but I do not think 
that there can be any hesitation among Biblical scholars in affirming the 
superiority of those of Meyer. Perhaps the constant reference to the 
opinions of others inserted in the text, the long lists of names of theo- 
logians who agree or disagree in certain explanations, and the con- 
sequent necessity of the breaking up of sentences by means of parenthetic 
clauses, are to the English reader a disadvantage as interrupting the 
sense of the passage. Much is inserted into the text which in English 
works would be attached as footnotes. Still, however, it has been judged 
proper by the general editor to make as little change in the form of the 
original as possible.’ 

Meyer himself wrote and published the Commentaries on the Gospels, 
on the Acts, and on the Pauline Epistles to the Romans, the Corinthians, 
Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, and Philemon in ten 
volumes—a monument of gigantic industry and immense erudition. 
Indeed, the treatment of each of these volumes is so thorough, so exhaust- 
ive, and so satisfactory, that its composition would be regarded as suf- 


1[According to the plan of the American Edition, many references, etc., have been 


transferred to the foot-notes.] 
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ficient work for the life of an ordinary man ; what, then, must we think 
of the labors and learning of the man who wrote these ten volumes? 
The other books of the New Testament in the series were undertaken by 
able coadjutors. Dr. Liinemann wrote the Commentaries on the Epistles 
to the Thessalonians and Hebrews, Dr. Huther on the Pastoral and 
Catholic Epistles, and Dr. Diisterdieck on the Apocalypse. 

The Commentaries of Liinemann, Huther, and Diusterdieck are 
undeniably inferior to thoseof Meyer. We feelthe want of that undefin- 
able spiritual insight into the meaning of the passage which is so charac- 
teristic of all that Meyer has written, and, accordingly, we do not place 
the same reliance on the interpretations given. But still the exegetical 
acumen and learning of these commentators are of a very high order, 
and will bear no unfavorable comparison with other writers on the 


same books of the New Testament. Indeed, in this Commentary on the || 


Epistles to the Thessalonians, by Dr. Lunemann, with which we are at 
present concerned, its inferiority to the writings of Meyer is not very 
sensibly felt; there is here ample evidence of profound learning, sound 
exegesis, sober reasoning and a power of discrimination among various 
opinions. The style also is remarkably clear for a German exegete ; and 
although there is often difficulty in finding out the exact meaning of 
those whose opinions he states, there is no difficulty in discovering his 
own views. Occasionally there is a tedious minuteness, but this is refer- 
able to the thoroughness with which the work is executed. Of course, in 
these translations the same caveat has to be made that was made in regard 
to Meyer’s Commentaries, that the translators are not to be held as 
concurring with the opinions given ; at the same time, in this Comment- 
ary there is little which one who is bound to the most confessional views 
can find fault with. The first edition of this Commentary was published 
in 1850, the second in 1859, and the third, from which this translation 
is made, in 1867.1 

We have, in conformity with the other volumes, attempted to give a 
list of the exegetical literature of the Epistles to the Thessalonians. 
For commentaries and collections of notes embracing the New Testament, 
see the preface to the Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew ; and for 
commentaries on the Pauline Epistles, see the preface to the Comment- 
ary on the Epistle to the Romans. The literature restricted to the 
Epistles to the Thessalonians is somewhat meagre. Articles and mono- 
graphs on chapters or sections are noticed by Dr. Liinemann in the places 
to which they refer ; and especially a list of the monographs on the cele- 
brated passage concerning “the Man of Sin” (2 Thess. ii. 1-12), as given’ 
by Dr. Lunemann, is to be found in p. 203 of this translation. The 


1[The fourth edition was published in 1878.] 
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reader is also referred to Alford’s Greek Testament as being peculiarly 
full on these Epistles, and as following the same track as Dr. Liine- 
mann. I would only further observe that the remarks made in this 
Commentary on the Schriftbeweis of the late von Hofmann of Erlangen 
appear to be too severe. Hofmann is certainly often guilty of arbitrary 
criticism, and introduces into the sacred text his own fancied interpreta- 
tions; but the Schriftbeweis is a work of great learning and ingenuity, and 
may be read with adyantage by every scholar. 


PATON J. GLOAG. 
GALASHIELS, November 1880. 
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THE 


FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. 


INTRODUCTION: 


SEC. I—THE CHURCH. 


HESSALONICA,? the ancient @épuy7 (Herod. vii. 121; Thue. i. 
61, al.), the Salneck celebrated by the German poets of the 
Middle Ages, now Saloniki, situated in the form of an amphi- 


eS nN 

theatre on the slope of a hill at the north-east corner of the 
Thermaic gulf, was in the time of Christ the capital of the second 
district of the Roman province of Macedonia (Liv. xly. 29), and the 


seat of a Roman praetor and questor (Cic. Plane. 41). The city was 
rebuilt, embellished, and peopled by the settlement of the inhabitants 
of the surrounding districts by Cassandra, who called it Thessalonica 
(first mentioned among the Greeks by Polybius), in honor of his 
wife Thessalonica, the daughter of the elder Philip. So we are informed 
in Dionys. Halicarn. Antig. Rom. i. 49; Strabo, vii. jin. vol. i. p. 480, 
ed. Falconer; Zonaras, Annal. xii. 26, vol. i. p. 635, ed. Du Fresne. 
Their account is more credible than the statement given by Stephan. 
Byzant. de urb. et popul. s. v. Oeccadovixn, Tzetza, chil. x. 174 ff. (yet with 
both along with the above view), and the emperor Julian (Oratio iii. p. 
200; Opp. Par. 1630, 4), that the change of name proceeded from Philip 
of Macedon to perpetuate his victory over the Thessalians (Oecoaiiv.. . 
vicn). By its situation on the Thermaic gulf, and on the great commercial 
road (the so-called via Ignatia) which led from Dyrrachium, traversed 
‘Macedonia, extended to Thrace to the mouth of the Hebrus (Strabo, vii. 
vol. i. p. 467), and accordingly united Italy with Asia, Thessalonica became 
a flourishing commercial town,—great, rich, and populous by its trade 
(Strabo, vii. vol. i. p. 468: 4 viv pdduora tov dAAwv ebavdpei), luxurious and 

1See Burgerhoudt, de coetus Christianorum 2See Tafel, de Thessalonica ejusque agro 
Thessalonicensis ortu fatisque et prioris Pauli  dissertio geographica, Berol. 1839. Cousinéry, 


tis scriptae epistolae consilio atque argumento, voyaye dans la Macédoine, vol. I. Par. 1831, p. 
23 ff, 


Lugd. Bat. 1825. 
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licentious by its riches. Greeks formed the stock of its inhabitants; next 
in number were the Roman colonists; and there was also a considerable 
Jewish population, who had been attracted by the briskness of trade, and 
were so considerable that, instead of a mere mpocevyg (see Meyer on Acts 
xvi. 13), they possessed a synagogue proper (Acts xvii. 1).? Already in the 
time of Christ Thessalonica was named by Antipater pfryp 7. . . rdone 
Maxedovinc (comp. Anthol. gr., ed Jacobs, vol. II. Lips. 1794, p. 98); in the 
fifth century it was the metropolis of Thessaly, Achaia, and other proy- 
inces which were under the praefectus praetorio of Illyricum, who 
resided at Thessalonica. Many wars in subsequent ages oppressed the 
city; but as often as it was conquered and destroyed by the barbarians, it 
always rose to new greatness and power. Its union with the Venetians— 
to whom, on the weakness of the Greek empire, the Thessalonians sold 
their city—was at length the occasion of its becoming, in the year 1480, a 
prey to the Turks. Even at this day Thessalonica, after Constantinople, 
is one of the most flourishing cities of European Turkey. 

Paul reached Thessalonica, so peculiarly favorable for a rapid and wide 
diffusion of Christianity, on his second great missionary journey (see 
Meyer on Rom., ed. iv. p. 8 f.), when for the first time he came into 
Europe, in the year 53. He journeyed thither from Philippi by Amphi- 
polis and Apollonia (Acts xvii. 1), accompanied by two apostolic assistants, 
Silas (Silvanus) and Timotheus (see Acts xvii. 4, comp. with xvi. 3 and 
xvii. 14; see also Phil. ii. 22 comp. with Acts xvi. 3, 12 ff). Paul, faithful 
to his custom, first turned himself to the Jews, but of them he gained only 
a few converts for the gospel. He found greater access among the prose- 
lytes and Gentiles (Acts xvii. 4). There arose, after the iapse of a few 
weeks (comp. also Phil. iv. 16), a mixed Christian congregation in Thes- 
salonica, composed of Jews and Gentiles, but the latter much more 
numerous (i. 9 and Acts xvii. 4, according to Lachmann’s correct reading). 
The Jews, embittered by this success among the Gentiles, raised a tumult, 
in consequence of which the apostle was forced to forsake Thessalonica 
(Acts xvii. 5 ff). Conducted by night to the neighboring Macedonian 
city of Berea, Paul found there, among Jews and Gentiles, the most ready 
reception for the gospel. But scarcely had the news of this reached his 
opponents in Thessalonica than they hastened to Berea, and, stirring up 
the multitude, expelled the apostle from that city also. Yet Silas and 
Timotheus remained behind, for the confirmation and further instruction 
of the church at Berea, Paul himself directed his steps to Athens, and 


1At present there are about 22,000 Jews in Safoniki. 
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from thence, after a short residence, to Corinth, where he remained more 
than a year and a half (Acts xvii. 10 ff, xviii). At a later period, the 
third great missionary journey of the apostle led him repeatedly back to 
Thessalonica (Acts xx. 1 ff.) 


SEC I1—OCCASION, DESIGN, AND CONTENTS. 

The persecution which had driven the apostle from Thessalonica soon 
also broke out against the church (ii. 14, iii. 3, i. 6). Thus it was not the 
mere yearning of personal love and attachment (ii. 17 ff.), but also care 
and anxiety (iii. 5) that urged him to hasten back to Thessalonica. Twice 
he resolved to do so, but circumstances prevented him (ii. 18). Accord- 
ingly, no longer able to master his anxiety, he sent Timotheus, who had 
not suffered in the earlier persecution, from Athens (see on iii. 1, 2), in 
order to receive from him information concerning the state of the church, 
and to strengthen the Thessalonians by exhortation, and encourage them 
to faithful endurance.’ The return of Timotheus (iii. 6), and the message 
which he brought, were the occasion of the Epistle. This message was in 
the main consolatory. The church, in spite of persecution and trial, con- 
tinued stedfast and unshaken in the faith (i. 6, ii. 14), so that its members 
could be named as examples for Christians in all Macedonia and Achaia 
(i. 7), and their heroic faith was everywhere spread abroad (i. 8). They 
were also distinguished by their active brotherly love (i. 3, iv. 9, 10), and, 
upon the whole, by their faithful adherence to those rules of conduct 
pointed out to them by the apostle (iv. 1). Moreover, they had an affee- 
tionate remembrance of the apostle (iii. 6), and their congregational life 
had so flourished that the gifts of the Holy Spirit (v. 19) and prophecy (v. 
20) were manifested among them. But Timotheus had also to tell of 
defect and incompleteness (iii. 10). The church had not yet succeeded in 
preserving itself unstained by the two cardinal vices of heathenism—sen- 
suality and covetousness (iv. 3 ff.); they had not everywhere shown to the 
presbyters due respect and obedience (v. 12); and in consequence of their 
thought and feeling being inordinately directed to the advent of Christ, an 
unsettled and excited habit prevailed, which led to the neglect of the duties 
of their earthly calling, and to idleness (iv. 11 ff.). Lastly, the church was 
in great perplexity concerning the fate of their deceased Christian friends, 
being uncertain whether only those who were then alive, or whether also 
deceased Christians, participated in the blessings of the advent (iv. 13 ff). 
Concerning this subject, it would appear, to judge from the introductory 
words of iv. 13, that the Thessalonians-had requested information from 


the apostle. 
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The design of the Epistle accordingly was threefold.» 1. The apostle, 
whilst testifying his joy for their conduct hitherto, would strengthen and 
encourage the church to persevering stedfastness in the confession of 
Christianity. 2. He would exhort them to relinquish those moral weak- 
nesses by which they were still enfeebled. 3. He would calm and con-, 
sole them concerning the fate of the deceased by a more minute instruc- 
tion in reference to the advent. 


RemMARK.—The opinion of Lipsius (Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1854, 4, p. 905 ff), 
that the design of the Epistle is to be sought for in considering it as a polemic 
directed against Judaistie opponents, is to be rejected as entirely erroneous. The 
supposed traces indicating this, which the Epistle is made to contain in rich 
abundance, are only forcibly pressed into the service. From i. 4-ii. 12, Lipsius 
infers that the apostolical dignity of Paul had been attacked, or at least threatened, 
in Thessalonica ; for it must have been for reasons of a personal nature that Paul 
so repeatedly and designedly puts stress upon his mode of preaching the gospel, 
his personal relation to the Thessalonians, the reception and entrance which he 
had found among them, But such an inference is wholly inadmissible, as every- 
thing that Paul says concerning himself and his conduct has in the context its 
express counterpart—its express correlative. In the whole section, i. 2-ii. 16 (for 
the whole, and not merely i. 4-ii. 12, according to Lipsius, is closely connected 
together), the corresponding conduct of the Thessalonians is placed over against the 
conduct of Paul and his companions. There is therefore no room for the suppo- 
sition, that in what Paul remarks concerning himself there is a tacit polemical 
reference to third persons, namely, to Judaistic opponents; rather the apostle’s 
design in the section i. 2-ii. 16 is to bring vividly before the Thessalonians the 
facts of their conversion, in order to encourage them to stedfastness in Christianity 
by the representation of the grace of God, which was abundantly manifested amid 
those troubles and persecutions which had broken out upon them. Besides, the 
opinion of Lipsius, if we are to measure it according to the standard of his own 
suppositions, must appear unfounded. According to Lipsius, the opponents, with 
whom the apostle had to do in Thessalonica, were unconverted Jews, and only as a 
later effect of their machinations Paul was afraid of the formation of a Judaizing 
Christian party at Thessalonica, so that his labor was only directed to prevent and 
to make the attempt while yet there was time, whether the formation of a Jewish- 
Christian faction could not be suppressed in its first germs. But where in early 


Christianity is there any example of the apostolical dignity of Paul being dis- 


puted by the unconverted Jews? Such attacks, in the nature of the case, were 
raised against Paul only by the Jewish Christians ; whereas the unconverted Jews 
naturally labored only to hinder him in the diffusion of the gospel, and accord- 
ingly manifested their hostility by acts of external violence, by opposition to his 
preaching, by laying snares for his life, etc. Comp. Acts ix. 23 ff, xiii. 45, xvii. 
5, 18, xxii. 22, al—From what has been said it follows how arbitrary it is when‘ 
Lipsius further makes a selection from the account in ii. 3 ff, that the mention of 
Tévn, axabapoia, 5éd0¢, avOpdrose apéoxecv, Adyoc KoAakeiac, rpdgacig TAeovetiac, and 
Cyreiv é& avOporov déFav, was designed to defend the apostle from the reproaches 
which, in point of fact, had been raised against him, on the part of the Jews, at 
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Thessalonica ; that, according to ii. 7 ff, the purity of his motives was doubted : 
and that, according to ii. 13, it had been contended from a Judaistic point of view 
that his word was a human ordinance, and not founded on divine truth. Every- 
thing there adduced is explained simply and without any violence from the speci- 
fied design of the apostle, without our being constrained to think on any polemical 
subsidiary references. Where do we find a similar polemic in Paul, in which 
everything is veiled in mysterious darkness, and what is really intended never 
openly and decidedly brought forward? For no unprejudiced reader would 
maintain that the passage ii. 14-16, which Lipsius, entirely mistaking the whole 
plan of the Epistle, calls its most characteristic section, warrants, on account of 
the violent outburst against the Jews contained in it, the inferences which he 
deduces from it—Further, when Lipsius makes the yearning of the apostle after 
the Thessalonians expressed in ii. 17-20, and his twofold resolution to return to 
them, occasioned because he saw in spirit the church perverted and distracted by 
the same hateful Judaistic opponents who caused him so much grief in Galatia, so 
that he wished to be personally present in Thessalonica in order to baflle the 
attacks of those enemies, all that he would here prove is forcibly introduced into 
the text. Paul himself, in iii. 1 ff, states the reason of his anxiety and twofold 
proposed journey quite differently. Certainly what Paul himself here says has 
little authority for Lipsius. He thinks that only a “slight power of combina- 
tion” (!) is requisite in order to perceive that it is not here only the effect of 
external trials that Paul feared; certainly it is only of this that the apostle 
directly speaks, but surely the confirmation and encouragement in the faith was a 
yet deeper reason, namely, the reason given by Lipsius (!)—When, further, Lip- 
sius refers wecpaCezy, iii. 5, to “the machinations of the Judaists,” this is a violence 
done to iii. 3; when, in fine, he discovers in y. 21, “an exhortation to caution in 
reference to those teachers who—to obtain for themselves an undisturbed entrance 
under the pretext of the free Christian ydpicva of prophecy—might aim at the 
subversion of the faith planted by Paul,” and in y. 22 a reference to “ Judaistic 
machinations,” these special explanations are nothing else than the vagaries of 
the imagination, which are not able to stand before a pure and thoughtful inter- 
pretation. 

The same remark, moreover, holds good of the opinion recently advanced by 
Hofmann (Die heil. Schrift neuen Testaments zusammenhiingend untersucht, part 1, 
Nordl. 1862, p. 270 f.), that the first part of the Epistle was occasioned by the 
news brought by Timotheus to the apostle, that the Christians in Thessalonica 
had been persuaded by their heathen countrymen that they had become the prey 
of self-interested and crafty men, been involved by them in their Jewish machina- 
tions, and then given up to the misery occasioned thereby; and also that the 
Thessalonians could not understand why, during the whole time of their distress, 
Paul remained at a distance from them, and on this account they felt their dis- 
tress the more severely. To all this the contents of the first three chapters were 

-an answer. They were designed to deliver the church from their depressed frame 

of mind, to meet the suspicions they entertained of their teachers and founders, 
and to efface the evil impression which their, and especially Paul’s absence, made 
onthem. This threefold design was sufficiently satisfied by the three sections, i. 
2-10, ii. 1-12, ii. 13-iii. 13. 


According to its contents, the Epistle is divided into two parts. After 
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the salutation (i. 1) in the first or historical part, taken up with personal 
references (i. 2-iii. 18), Paul declares first, in general terms, his joy, 
expressed in thanksgiving, for the Christian soundness of the church (i. 2, 
8); and then in separate particulars, in an impressive and eloquent de- 
scription, he asserts the operation of the grace of God manifested in their 
conversion to Christianity; whilst the gospel had been preached by him, 
the apostle, with energy and confidence, with undaunted, pure, and self- 
sacrificing love to his divine calling, and had been received by them, the 
Thessalonians, with eager desire, and stedfastly maintained amid suffering 
and persecution (i. 4-ii. 16). Paul then speaks of the longing which came 
upon him, of the mission of Timotheus, and of the consolation which the 
return of Timotheus had now imparted to him (ii. 17-1. 13). In the 
second or ethical-dogmatic part (iv. 1-y. 28) the apostle beseeches and exhorts 
the Thessalonians to make progress in holiness, to renounce fornication 
and coyetousness (iv. 1-8), to increase yet more and more in brotherly 
love (iv. 9, 10), and, instead of surrendering themselves to an unsettled 
disposition and to excitement, to be diligent and laborious in their worldly 
business (iv. 11, 12). The apostle then comforts them concerning the 
fate of their friends who had died before the advent, and exhorts them to 
be ever watchful and prepared for the coming of the Lord (iv. 13-v. 11). 
Then follow divers exhortations, and the wish that God would sanctify 
the Thessalonians wholly for the coming of Christ (v. 12-24). Concluding 
remarks succeed (vy. 25-27), and the usual benediction (v. 28). 


SEC. 3—TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION, 


When Paul composed this Epistle a long time could not have elapsed 
since the founding of the church of Thessalonica. The apostle is as yet 
entirely full of the impression which his residence in Thessalonica had 
made upon him; he lives and moves so entirely in the facts of the con- 
version of the Thessalonians and of his personal conduct to them, that 
only events can be here described which belong to the recent past. To 
this also points the fact that the longing after the Thessalonians which 
came over the apostle soon after his separation from them (ii. 17), still 
endures at the moment when he is composing this Epistle (iii. 11). 
And lastly, the whole second or moral-dogmatic portion of the Epistle 
shows that the Thessalonian Church, although in many respects already 
eminent and flourishing, as yet consisted only of novices in Christianity. 
Moreover, when Paul composed this Epistle, according to i. 7, 8, he had 
already preached the gospel in Achaia, According to iii. 6 (apr), the 
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Epistle was written immediately after the return of Timotheus from Thes- 
salonica. But from Acts xviii. 5,6, we learn that Timotheus and Silas, 
returning from Macedonia, rejoined Paul at Corinth at a time when he 
had not long sojourned there; as until then the gospel was preached by 
him chiefly to the Jews. Thus, then, there can exist no reason to doubt 
that the composition of this Epistle is to be assigned to the commencement 
of Paul’s residence at Corinth, thus in the year 53, perhaps half a year after 
the arrival of the apostle in Macedonia, or after his flight from Thessa- 
lonica (comp. Wieseler’s Chronologie des_apostolischen Zeitalters, Gottingen 
1848, p. 40 ff.). 

The subscription of the Epistle: éypad7 ard ’A@yvdv, is consequently 
erroneous, arising from a careless inference drawn from ii.1. Not only 
the modification of this view by Theodoret, followed by Hemming, Bul- 
linger, Balduin, and Aretius, that the /irst visit of the apostle to Athens 
(Acts xvii. 15 ff.) is here to be thought of! is to be rejected; but also the 
suppositions of others, differing among themselves, according to which a 
later residence of the apostle at Athens is referred to. According to Calo- 
vius and Béttger (Beitr. zur hist.-krit. Hinleit. in die Paulin. Br., Gott. 1837, 
Part III. p. 18 ff.), our Epistle was written at Athens on a subsequent 
excursion which Paul made to that city during his first residence at Cor- 
inth (against Bottger, see Wieseler’s Chron. p. 247); according to Wurm 
(Tiibing. Zeitschr. f. Theologie, 1833, Part I. p. 73 ff), on a journey which 
Paul undertook at the time indicated in Acts xviii. 22 from Antioch to 
Greece (see against him Schneckenburger in the Studien der ev. Gfeistlich- 
keit Wurtembergs, 1834, vol. VII. Part I. p. 137 ff.); according to Schrader 
(Apostel Paulus, Part I. p. 90 ff., p. 162 ff.), at the time indicated in Acts 
xx. 2, 3, after a third (?) visit of the apostle to the Thessalonians (see 
against him Schneckenburger, Beit. zur Einleit. in’s N. T. p. 165 ff. ; Schott, 
proleg. p. 14 ff.) ; according to Kénler (Ueber die Abfassungszeit der epistolis- 
chen Schriften in N. T. p. 112 f.) and Whiston (Primitive Christianity Revived, 
vol. III., Lond. 1711, p. 46 f., p. 110), at a residence in Athens at a period 
beyond the history contained in the Acts, Kohler assuming the year 66, 
and Whiston the year 67 after Christ as the period of composition (see 
against the former, Schott, proleg. p. 21 ff.; and against the latter, Ben- 
son’s Paraphrase and Notes, 2d ed. p. 9 ff.). 


1 Buthalius (in Zacagn. Collectan. monument. ff. For after the words: Tavrny émuaréAdee 
vet. t. I. p. 650), and Oecumenius following a7d "A@nvav, in giving the occasion of the 
him verbatim, do not judgeso. Foralthough Epistle, they add: ‘O amdarodos moAAas BAiWers 
they assume the place of composition to be maQiv év Bepoia kai év BiAimmots THS Makedovias 
Athens, yet they must have thought on a kai év KopivOay. . . dmoaréAdct Tip.dcor mpos 
later residence in Athens than Acts xvii.15  avrovs mera THs EmtaTOATs TavTHS. 
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SEC. 4—-GENUINENESS." 


The historical attestation of the Epistle, although there are no sure indi- 
cations of it found in the apostolic Fathers,’ is yet so old, continuous, and 
universal (Iren. Haer. v. 6.1; Clem. Al. Paedag. i. p. 88 D, ed. Sylb. ; Ter- 
tull. de resurr. carn. 24; Orig. ¢. Cels. ii. 65; Canon Murat., Peschito, Mar- 
cion [in Tert. adv. Marc. v. 15, and Epiph. Haer. xlii. 9], etc., see van 
Manen, /.é. pp. 5-21), that a justifiable reason for doubting its authen- 
ticity from ezternal grounds is inconceivable. 

Schrader was the first to call in question the genuineness from internal 
grounds (Apostel Paulus, Part V., Leipz. 1836, p. 23 ff.). In his paraphrase 
on iii. 13, iv. 2, 3,6, 9, 10, 14, 17, v. 8, 10, 19, 28, 26, 27, he thought that he had 
discovered suspicious abnormal expressions (see exposition of these pas- 
sages). Baur (Paulus der Ap. Jesu Chr. Stuttg. 1845, p. 480 ff., see against 
him, W. Grimm in den Stud. u. Krit. 1850, IV. p. 753 ff.; J. P. Lange, das 
apost. Zeitalter, vol. I., 1853, p. 108 ff. Davidson, Introd., N. T., London, 1868, 
vol. I., p.20 ff.), in a detailed justification of his formerly cherished doubts 
(see Baur, die sogen. Pastoralbriefe des Ap. P., Stuttg. u. Tab. 1835), but until 
Ata 
still later period he has maintained its spuriousness in his and Zeller’s Theol. 
Jahrb. 1855, Part II. p. 141 ff3 A. B., van der Vriess alone has agreed with 
him (De beide Brieven aan de Thessalonicensen, historisch-Kritisch onderzoek 
naar hunnen oorsprung, Leyden, 1865, see in opposition to him: Hilgen- 
feld, in his Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol, 1866, 2, p. 295 ff.). 

The arguments insisted upon by Baur in his Apostel Paulus are the fol- 
lowing :—1. In the whole collection of Pauline Epistles there is none so 
inferior in the character and importance of its contents as 1 Thessalo- 
nians ; with the exception of the view contained in iv. 13-18, no dogmatic 


then only merely asserted, questions the genuineness of the Epistle. 


idea whatever is brought into prominence. The whole Epistle consists of 
general instructions, exhortations, wishes, such as are in the other Epistles 
mere adjuncts to the principal contents; but here what is in other cases 
only an accessory is converted into the principal matter. This insignifi- 


cance of contents, the want of any special aim and of any definite occa- 


1See W. C. van Manen, Onderzoek naar de 
echtheid van Paulus’ eersten brief aan de Thes- 
salonicensen (De echtheid van Paulus’ brieven 
aan de Thess. onderzocht. I.), Weesp. 1865. 

2Such references are erroneously supposed 
to be found in Clem. Rom. ep. I. ad Corinth. 
38. Ignat. ad Polyc.I. Polye. ad Philipp. ii. 4. 

8The difference of Baur’s views in reference 
to the First Epistle in this last-mentioned 
place consists in this :—1. That the presumed 


dependence of our Epistle on the Corinthian 
Epistles is more emphatically stated and 
supported by some further parallels forcibly 
brought together; 2. Not, as formerly (comp, 
Baur’s Apost. Paulus, p. 488), the First, but 
the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians, is 
regarded as haying been written first; and 
from its spuriousness, as it was not composed 
until the death of Nero, the spuriousness of 
our Epistle is inferred. 
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sion, is a mark of un-Pauline origin. 2. The Epistle betrays a depend- 
ence on the Acts of the Apostles and on the other Pauline Epistles, 
especially those to the Corinthians. 8. The Epistle professes to have 
been written only a few months after the apostle’s first visit to Thessa- 
lonica, and yet there is a description of the condition of the church which 
evidently only suits a church already existing for a considerable time. 
4. What the Epistle in iv. 14-18 contains concerning the resurrection of 
the dead, and the relation of the departed and the living to the advent of 
Christ, seems to agree very well with 1 Cor. xv. 52; but it goes farther, and’ 
gives such a concrete representation of those transcendent matters as we 
never elsewhere find with the apostle. 

As to the jirst objection, according to Baur’s view, our Epistle “arose 
from the same interest in the advent, which is still more decidedly ex- 
pressed in the second Epistle.” Baur, then, must have considered all the 
other contents of the Epistle only as a foil for this one idea; and as in his 
representation of the Pauline doctrine (p. 507 ff.) he judged the escha- 
tology of Paul not worth an explanation, it is not to be wondered at that he 
considered it impossible that Paul could have made the advent the chief 
subject of a whole Epistle. But apart from this, that, according to other . 
testimonies of the Pauline Epistles, the idea of an impending advent had 
a great practical weight with the apostle; that, further, the expectation 
of it and of the end of the world in connection with it, was well fitted to 
produce the greatest excitement in a church the majority of which con- 
sisted of converted heathens, so that it was necessary to calm them con- 
cerning it; that, lastly, the explanation concerning the advent in so many 
special points, as, for example, concerning the relation of unbelievers, etc., 
is left entirely untouched, so that the interest in the advent in and for 
itself cannot have been the reason for this instruction, but only a peculiar 
want of the church: apart from all these considerations, the disorder exist- 
ing among the Thessalonians on account of the advent does not form the 
chief contents of the Epistle, but only one point along with others which 
gave occasion to its composition. Add to this, that all the further cir- 
cumstances, which were the occasion of our Epistle, present themselves 
before us in it, united together with such clearness and in so living a 
character, as to form a distinct general picture of the Thessalonian 
church, so that it cannot be asserted that there is a want of a definite 
exciting occasion (comp. sec. 2). It is admitted that the didactic and dog- 
matic element in our Epistle recedes before the hortatory, and generally 
before the many personal references of the apostle’s love and care for the 
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church; but the amount more or less of dogmatic explanations can never 
decide whether an epistle belongs to Paul or not. The Epistles of the 
apostle are not the products of Christian learning in the study, but were 
called forth by the urgency of circumstances; and thus are always the 
products of historical necessity. We have then only to inquire whether 
our Epistle corresponds to the relations of the church, which it presup- 
poses; if it does correspond with the relations and wants of the church, as 
is evident to every unprejudiced mind, its contents receive thereby the 
importance and special interest which Baur misses. Lastly, it is not true 
that the instructions, exhortations, and wishes in our Epistle are of so 
general a nature, that what is elsewhere a mere accessory is here raised 
into an essential. Rather an exhortation is never found in our Epistle, 
which had not a special reference to the peculiar condition of the Thessa- 
lonian church. 

As regards the second argument, a use of the Acts of the Apostles by the 
author of the Epistle is inferred chiefly from the fact that the Epistle is 
nothing else than an extended statement, reminding the Thessalonians of 
what was already well known to them, of the history of their conversion, 
known to us from the Acts. Thus i. 4 ff merely states how the apostle 
preached the gospel to them, and how they received it; ii. 1 ff. points 
more distinctly to the circumstances of the apostle’s coming to Thessa- 
lonica, and the way in which he labored among them; iii. 1 ff. relates only 
what happened a short time before, and what the Thessalonians already 
knew. Everywhere (comp. already Schrader, supra, p. 24) only such 
things are spoken of as the readers knew well already, as the writer him- 
self admits by the perpetually recurring eidéreg (i. 4), avtot yap oidare (ii. 1), 
Kabac oldare (il. 2), prgpovebere yap (ii. 9), xabdrep oidate (ii. 11), airod yap 
oldare (ili, 3), kabd¢ kad éyévero Kai oidare (iii. 4), ofdare yap (iv. 2). In answer 
to this objection, it is to be observed: (1) Apart from the inconsistency 
that what, according to Baur, should be only a foil is here converted into 
the chief contents, the history of the conversion of the Thessalonians does 
not form the chief contents of the Epistle, but only the contents of a por- 
tion of the first or historical half. (2) The remembrance of the founding 
of the church was not useless, nor a mere effusion of the heart (de Wette), 
but an essential part of the design of the apostle, serving as it did to 
strengthen and invigorate the church in stedfastness in the faith. (8) 
The often repeated appeal to the consciousness of the readers is so much 
the more natural as it refers to facts which happened during the apostle’s 
recent visit to Thessalonica, and with which his mind was completely 
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occupied. (4) The supposed lengthiness is only the fullness and inspirited: 
liveliness of the discourse. (5) If the account of the conversion of the 
Thessalonians as described in the Epistle is in agreement with the narra- 
tive in the Acts, this circumstance is not a point against, but for the 
authenticity of our Epistle, imasmuch as Baur’s view that the Acts is a 
patched work of the second century, ransacking Christian history for a 
definite purpose, and accordingly designedly altering it (see Baur, Ap. 
Paulus, p. 180), merits no respect on account of its arbitrariness and want 
of consistency. (6) Lastly, the harmony between the Acts and our 
Epistle is so free, so unforced, and so slightly pervading (comp. iii. 1, 2, 
with Acts xvii. 15, xviii. 5), that a literary use of the one by the other is 
absolutely inconceivable——The passage ii. 14-16, on which Baur lays 
peculiar stress, is neither dependent on the Acts nor un-Pauline (see. 
Commentary). 

It is also asserted that there are evident reminiscences more or 
less of other Pauline Epistles, especially of the Epistles to the Corin- 
thians. Thus i. 5 is manifestly an imitation of 1 Cor. ii. 4; i. 6 
is taken from 1 Cor. xi. 1, and i. 8 from Rom. i. 8; the passage 
ii. 4 ff. briefly condenses the principles enunciated in 1 Cor. ii. 4, 
iv. 3 f., ix. 15 f., and especially 2 Cor. ii. 17, v.11. Besides rAeovegia, 
ii. 5, points to 2 Cor. vii. 2, duvayevor év Baper elvas, ii. 6, and pi éxcBapqoa, 
ii. 9, to 2 Cor. xi. 9, and ii. 7 to 1 Cor. ili. 2.. A simple comparison of these 
passages suffices to show the worthlessness of the inferences derived from 
them. Verbal similarities of so trifling and harmless a nature as those 
adduced might easily be discerned between the Epistles to the Romans 
and Galatians, both of which Baur regards as genuine. Besides, the cir- 
cumstances of the Thessalonian and Corinthian churches, as well as the 
history of their founding, were in many respects similar; but similar 
thoughts in the same writer clothe themselves easily in a certain similar- 
ity of expression. 

Baur supports his third argument on i. 7, 8, ii. 18, iii. 10, iv. 9 f., 11 f. 
But these passages do not prove what is intended (see exposition). 

Lastly, in reference to the fourth argument, Baur himself confesses that 
the section iy. 14-18 can only be made valid against the authenticity of 
the Epistle, provided its spuriousness is already proved on other grounds. 
But as such other grounds do not exist, and as Baur has not explained 
himself further on the subject, we might dismiss this argument, were it 
not that it might be turned into a sharp weapon against himself. For, 
according to iv. 15,17, the author of the Epistle regards the advent of 
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Christ as so near that he himself hopes to survive (comp. v. 1 ff.). What a 
foolish and indeed inconceivable proceeding would it be, if a forger of the 
second century were to put into the mouth of the Apostle Paul a prophetic 
expression concerning himself, the erroneousness of which facts had long 
since demonstrated! Moreover, it necessarily follows from 2 Thess. ii. 4 
(see on passage) that the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians at least, and, 
as this (see sec. 2 of the Introduction to 2 Thess.) was composed later than 
the first, our Epistle also were written before the destruction of Jerusalem. 
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Hadlow xpos Ozocahovixsts éxtotody xpdtn. 


A B K, x, 3, 37, 80, et al. pler. Copt. Damasc. have Ipi¢ Oeccadovixeic 4, the 
shortest and apparently the oldest title. It is also found in D E, but prefix- 


ing “Apyxeraz, 


CHAPTER LI. 


Ver. 1. After cip#v7, Elz. Matth. Scholz, Bloomfield (The Greek Testament, with 
English notes, 9th edit. vol. IL, London 1855) add: azd Oeod martpdc judy Kai 
kupiov “Ijcov Xpicrov. Bracketed by Lachm. Correctly erased by Tisch., Alford 
and Ellicott, according to B F G 47, 73, 115, et al. Syr. Baschm. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. 
Or. lat. seu Ruf. (dis.) Chrys. (comm.) Theoph. Ambrosiast. Pel. An interpola- 
tion, for the sake of completion, taken from the usual commencement of Paul’s 
Epistles. Recently the addition: ad Qeod zarpic judy Kai kupiov ’Ijoov Xpiotod, 
is defended by Bouman (Chartae theologicae, lib. i., Traj. ad Rhen. 1853, p. 61) and 
Reiche (Commentar. criticus in N. T. tom. II. p. 321 sqq.), but on insufficient 
grounds. For that the addition might easily have been erroneously overlooked 
by scribes, on account of the similar preceding words: év Oe@ rarpi Kai kupl 
"Ijcod Xpior@, is very improbable on account of the difference in the prepositions 
and cases of the two forms; that.it might have been erased as an inelegant repe- 
tition has 2 Thess. i. 2 against it, for then there also traces of similar corrections 
in the critical testimonies would appear; and lastly, that the bare ydpi¢ tyuiv Kat 
eipyjvn, without any further definition, is not elsewhere found in any of Paul’s 
writings, would only occasion a doubt, were it in itself unsuitable; but this is not 
the case here, as, from the directly preceding words év 9e@ marpi Kai Kupip "Inood 
Xpvor76, the specific Christian sense of the formula is self-apparent.—Ver. 2. iuav, 
in the Receptus, after pveiav, is wanting in A B y* 17, et al. It is found in C D 
E F G K L x****, in almost all min., as well as in many Greek and Latin 
Fathers. Lachm. and Tisch. 1 and 8, erroneously erase it. How easily might 
tudor after uveiay be overlooked on account of tuav before yveiav! Comp. Eph. i. 
16, where, in a similar case, there is the same uncertainty of MSS.—Ver. 3. Elz. 
has tudy tov Epyov tij¢ riotewe, Instead of this, D E F G, Syr. Arr. Aeth. Vulg. 
It. Ambrosiast. have tov épyov [F. G. 76 épyov] tao riotews ivov. An interpre- 
tation from misunderstanding.—Ver. 5. mpd¢ tuac] Elz. Griesb. Matth. Scholz, 
Tisch. 2, 7 and 8, Alford, Reiche, Ellicott have ei¢ tuac. Against A C** DE F 
G, min. Copt. Chrys. ed. Theoph. ed.—Instead of the Receptus év iviv, A Cx, 
min. Vulg. MS. have tiv; but év was absorbed by the last syllable of éyev#yyev. 
—Ver. 7, troy] recommended to consideration by Griesb., received by Lachm. 
Tisch., Alford and Ellicott, according to B D* min. Syr. Erp. Copt. Sahid. 
Baschm. Aeth. Slay. Vulg. Clar. Germ, Ambrosiast. Pel. Elz. Matth. Scholz, 
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Reiche, read the plural rixove (from which rioc, in D** E 49, proceed, which 
Mill takes for a neuter form, as 7Aovroc), according to A C F G K Ly, most 
min. and many Gr. vss.; but it is a correction the better to adapt the predicate 
to the collective subject, and thus apparently to ‘strengthen the expressed 
praise; whilst the plural transfers to individual members of the church what the 
singular predicates of them in general, considered as a unity. Otherwise Bou- 
man (I. ¢. p. 62 f.), according to whom rémouc of the Receptus is the original, from 
which ri7oc was erroneously formed, and from it riov proceeded, being regarded 
as an error of the nom. sing., and it was considered the easiest method to correct 
the mistake by changing the nominative singular into the accusative singular.— 
kat év th is to be received, according to A B C D E F Gy, min. Vulg. It. Syr. 
utr. Theodoret, Ambrosiast. Pel., instead of the Receptus «ai tj; so Lachm. 
Scholz (with whom it has been omitted by an error of the press), Tisch, Ellicott.— 
Ver.8. Elz. has xai'Ayaia. So also Tisch. 2 and 7, Bloomfield, Alford, and Ellicott. 
But Griesb. Matth. Lachm. Scholz and Tisch. 8, have «ai év rH ’Ayaig, according 
toC DE FGK Ly, min. plur. Syr. Slav. MS. Vulg. It. Cyr. Damase. Oec. Am- 
brosiast. Pelag. Correctly ; for the repetition of the preposition and the article is 
necessary, a8 Macedonia and Achaia were to be distinguished as separate provinces. 
—The kai of the Receptus before év ravTt roxy (defended by Matth. and Scholz, 
suspected by Griesb.) is to be erased, according to A B C D* F Gy, 17, 37, et al. 
mult. Syr. utr. Copt. Sahid. Baschm. It. Ambrosiast. ed.; so Lachm. Tisch, and 
Alford. Because, being usually after ob uévov ... dAAd, it was easily inserted— 

‘ juag &xewv) correctly changed by Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. Alford and Ellicott into 
éyew yuac, according to A BC DEF Gy, min. perm. Theodoret. The Receptus 
is an alteration, for emphasis, to contrast 7juac, ver. 8, and avroi, ver. 9.—Ver. 9. 
éoxouev] Elz. has éyouev against preponderating evidence, and devoid of meaning. 
On account of the similar form with ¢ in uncial Mss., ¢ might easily be omitted. 
—Ver. 10. é« tév vexpov] Elz. has éx vexpov, against B D E F G L x, min. plur. 
and Fathers. The article Tov was lost in the last syllable of vexpér, 


ConTENTS.—A fter the address and salutation (ver. 1), Paul testifies to his 
readers how in his prayers he constantly thanks God for them all, men- 
tioning without ceasing their faith, love, and hope, being firmly convinced 
of their election ; for, on the one hand, the gospel was preached to them 
with power and much confidence; and, on the other hand, they, amid 
many trials, had received it with joyfulness, so that they had become 
examples to all believers in Macedonia and Achaia: for from them the 
word of the Lord had spread, and the knowledge of their faith had pene- 
trated everywhere, so that he had not to relate anything about it, but, on 
the contrary, he hears it mentioned by others what manner of entrance 
he had to them, and how they had turned from idols to the living and 
true God (vy. 2-10). 

Ver. 1, [See Note XLVI. pages 458-460.] It isa mark of the very early 
composition of the Epistle, and consequently of its authenticity, that Paul 
does not call himself a@zécrotoc. For it was very natural that Paul, in 
regard to the first Christian churches to whom he wrote, whom he had 
recently left, and who had attached themselves with devoted love to him 
and his preaching, did not feel constrained to indicate himself more defi- 
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nitely by an official title, as the simple mention of his name must have 
been perfectly sufficient. It was otherwise in his later life. With refer- 
ence to the Galatians and Corinthians, in consequence of the actual oppo- 
sition to his apostolic authority in these churches, Paul felt himself 
constrained to vindicate his full official dignity at the commencement of 
his Epistles. And so the addition axécrodoc, occasioned at first by imper- 
ative circumstances, became at a later period a usual designation, espe- 
cially to those churches which were personally unknown to the apostle 
(Epistles to Rom. Col. Eph.), among whom, even without any existing 
opposition, such a designation was necessary in reference to the future. 
An exception was only natural where, as with the Philippians and with 
Philemon, the closest and most tried love and attachment united the 
apostle with the recipients of his Epistles. The supposition of Chrysos- 
tom, whom Oecumenius and Theophylact follow, is accordingly to be 
rejected, that the apostolic title was suppressed 6:d 1d veoxarnyfrove elvat 
tobe Gvdpac Kai undéxw aizod reipay eiAngéva, for then it ought not ta be 
found in the Epistles to the Colossians and Ephesians. Further, the view 
of Zwingli, Estius, Pelt, and others is to be rejected, that Paul omitted his 
apostolic title out of modesty, as the same title could not be assigned to 
Silvanus (and Timotheus); for, not to mention that this reason is founded 
on a distorted view of the Pauline character, and that the two companions 
of the apostle would hardly lay claim to his apostolic rank, such a suppo- 
sition is contradicted by 2 Cor. i.1; Col. i. 1—sai SiAovavdg nat Tipdb_eoc] 
Both are associated with Paul in the address, not. to testify their agree- 
ment in the contents of the Epistle, and thereby to confer on it so much” 
greater authority (Zanchius, Hunnius, Piscator, Pelt), or to testify that the 
contents were communicated to the apostle by the Holy Ghost (Macknight), 
but simply because they had assisted the apostle in preaching the gospel 
at Thessalonica. The simple mention of their names, without any addi- 
tion, was sufficient on account of their being personally known. By 
being included in the address, they are represented as joint-authors of the 
Epistle, although they were so only in name. It is possible, but not cer- 
tain, that Paul dictated the Epistle to one of them. (According to Berth- 
old, they translated the letter conceived in Aramaic into Greek, and 
shared in the work.)—Silvanus (as in 2 Cor. i. 19) is placed before Timo- 
theus, not perhaps because Timotheus was the amanuensis, and from 
modesty placed his name last (Zanchius), but because Silvanus was older 
and had been longer with Paul.—Ev 06 rarpi . . . Xpiord is to be closely 
united with +9 éxxAyoia Oeccadovixéwy: to the church of the Thessalonians in 
God the Father and in the Lord Jesus Christ,—that is, whose being, whose 
characteristic peculiarity, consists in fellowship with God the Father (by 
which they are distinguished from heathen éxxAyoia) and with the Lord 
Jesus Christ (by which they are distinguished from the Jewish éxxAycia). 
Erroneously, Grotius: quae exstitit, id agente Deo Patre et Christo. The 
article 74 is neither to be repeated before év Oe@ nor is 77 oboy to be sup- 
plied (Olshausen, de Wette, and Bloomfield erroneously supply otoy by 
itself, without the article; this could not be the construction, as it would 
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contain a causal statement), because the words are blended together in 
the wnity of the idea of the Christian church (see Winer’s Grammar, p. 128 
[E. T. 186]). Schott arbitrarily refers év ©e@ «.7.2. to yaipew r£éyovow, to 
be supplied before ydpic iuiv; for yap ipiv xai eip. takes the place of the 
usual Greek salutation yaipew Aéyovow. Hofmann’s view’ amounts to 
_ the same as Schott’s, when he finds in év @e@ «.7.4, “a Christian extension 
of the usual epistolary address,” importing that it is in God the Father 
and in the Lord Jesus Christ that the writers address themselves by letter 
to the churches. Still more arbitrarily Ambrosiaster (not Theophylact) 
_ and Koppe, who erase the concluding words: a7d @eod «.7.4. (see critical 

note), have placed a point after Oeccadomxéov, and united év Oe@ . . . Xpr- 
- org with ydpic ipiv wat eipfvy. For (1) the thought: ydpic tuiv (foTw) év 
Oc6 «.7.4., instead of ad Cod x.7.4., is entirely un-Pauline ; (2) the placing 
of év Oc@ «.7.2. first in so calm a writing as the address of the Epistle, and 
without any special reason, is inconceivable; (8) 2 Thess. i. 1, 2 contra- 
dicts the idea.—ydpec iuiv kat eipfyn| See Otto, Ueber den apostolischen 
Segensgruss (Jahrb. fiir Deutsche Theol. 1867, p. 678 ff.) and Meyer on 
Rom.i.7. Asa Christian transformation of the heathen form of saluta- 
tion, the words, grammatically considered, should properly be conjoined 
with the preceding in a single sentence: IlatAoc kal EB . . . TH exkAgoia 0. 
.. . xdpw Kad eiphryv (sc. Aéyovowv). 

Ver. 2. [On verses 2-10, see Note XLVII. pages 460, 461.] Evyapicrotuer] 
The plural, which Koppe, Pelt, Koch, Jowett, and others refer to Paul 
only, is most naturally to be understood of Paul, Silvanus, and Timo- 
theus, on account of ver. 1 compared with ii. 18, where the apostle, to 
obviate a mistaken conception of the plural, expressly distinguishes himself 
from his apostolic helpers.—ré 62@] Thanks is rendered to God, because 
Paul in his piety recognizes only His appointment as the first cause of 
the good which he has to celebrate.—zdvrore] even if iuév after ureiav (see 
critical note) is omitted, belongs to ebyapiorovuer, not to preiav rovobu., as 
the expression: pvelav roeicbae rept twdc, instead of twd¢,—although not 
unknown to the classical writers, (Plato Protag. 317 E.)—is un-Pauline. 
It is not to be weakened (with Koppe) in the sense of roAd«c, certainly 
also not ¢with Zanchius and Pelt) to be limited to the feelings of the 
apostle, that the ebyapiorety took place “non actu sed affectu”? (comp. 
already Nicholas de Lyra: semper in habitu, etsi non semper in actu), 
but to be understood absolutely always ; certainly, according to the nature 
of the case, hyperbolically. Moreover, not without emphasis does Paul 
say: tepi tdvtwv duov, in order emphatically to declare that his thanks- 
giving to God referred to all the members of the Thessalonian church 
without exception.—pveiav budv rowtp, ent tov mposevyav iuov] These 
words are conjoined, and to be separated from the preceding by a comma. 
The clause is no limitation of ebyapwroiuev mavrore: when, or as often 
as we make mention of you (Flatt, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping; 
on ézi, see Meyer on Rom. i. 10); but the statement of the manner 


1Dieh. Schrift neuen Testaments zusammenhdngend untersucht, Part I. Nérdl. 1862. 
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of ebyap.: whilst we, etc. Only by the addition of this participial clause 
is the statement of his thanks and prayer for the Thessalonians 
completed. 

; Ver. 3. As the apostle has first stated the personal object of his thanks- 
giving, so now follows a further statement of its material object. Ver. 3 is 
therefore a parallel clause to uvelav . . . sudv (ver. 2), in which pevnpovebovrec 
corresponds to preiav xovotuevor, dudv tov spyov... Xpwrov to tuov after 
#veiav, and lastly, umpoofev . . . judy to él tov mpocevydv juav. Schott, 
Koch, and Auberlen (in Lange’s Bibélwerk, Th. X., Bielef. 1864, 2 Ed. 1867) 
incorrectly understand ver, 3 as causal; the statement of the cause follows 
in ver. 4—adiateizrwc] unceasingly does not belong to the preceding pveiav 


rowtuevor,' for, as an addition inserted afterwards, it would drag, but to’ 


pvnpovetovrec (Calvin, Ellicott and others), so that it begins the new clause 
with emphasis.—yrovetew is not intransitive: to be mindful of (Er. 
Schmid: memoria repetentes; Fromond: memores non tam in orationi- 
bus sed ubique; Auberlen), but transitive, referring to the making men- 
tion of them in prayer. [XLVII a.]—iyév] is, by Oecumenius, Erasmus 
(undecidedly), Vatablus, Calvin, Zwingli, Musculus, Hemming, Bullinger, 
Hunnius, Balduin, regarded as the object of pvnuovetovrec standing alone, 
whilst évexa is to be supplied before the genitives tov épyov tij¢ rior. K.T.A. 
But this union is artificial, and the supposed ellipsis without grammatical 
justification. It would be better to regard rot épyov x.7.A, as a develop- 
ment of juev in apposition ; but neither is this in itself nor in relation to 
ver. 2to be commended. Accordingly, tuév is to be-joined to the follow- 


ing substantives, so that its force extends to all the three following points. - 


What Paul approvingly mentions in his prayers are the three Christian 
cardinal virtues, faith, love, and hope, in which his readers were dis- 
tinguished, see v. 8; Col. i. 4,5; 1 Cor. xiii. 13. But Paul does not praise 
them simply in and for themselves, but a peculiar quality of each—each 
according to a special potency. First their rior, and that their épyov rij¢ 
mioreac. lioti is faith subjectively. That rd épyov ri¢ riorewg is not to be 
understood periphrastically for ric mictewc? (Koppe), nor does it corres- 
pond with the pleonastic use of the Hebrew 733, is evident, as (1) such a 
use of the Greek Zpyov is not demonstrable (see Winer’s Grammar, p. 571 
[E. T. 615]); and (2) épyov ri¢ ricrewe must be similarly understood as the 
two following double expressions, but in them the additions «émov and 
trouovge are by no means devoid of import. Also Kypke’s explanation, 
according to which épyov xicrewe denotes veritas fidei, is to be rejected, as 
this meaning proceeds from the contrast of épyov and Aéyoc, of which there 
is no trace in the passage. Not less erroneous is it, with Calvin, Wolf, 
and others, to take épyov rie riotewc absolutely as faith wrought, ie. 
wrought by the Holy Ghost or by God. An addition for this purpose 
would be requisite ; besides, in the parallel expressions (ver. 3) it is the 


rhs miarews a8 an epexegetical genitive, and 
converts the double expression into the 
unimportant saying: “Their doing or con- 
duct consists in this, that they believed.” 


1Luther, Bullinger, Balduin, Er. Schmid, 
Harduin, Benson, Moldenhauer,Koch,Bloom- 
field, Alford, Ewald, Hofmann, Auberlen. 

2So in essentials Hofmann, who considers 


, 


‘ 
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self-activity of the readers that is spoken of. In a spiritless manner Flatt 
and others reader épyov as an adjective: your active faith. Similarly, but 
with a more correct appreciation of the substantive, Estius, Grotius, 
Schott, Koch, Bloomfield, and others: operis, quod ex fide proficiscitur ; 
according to which, however, the words would naturally be replaced by 
mioric évepyouuévn (Gal. v. 6). So also de Wette: your moral working pro- 
ceeding from faith. Hardly correct, as—(1) 7d épyov can only denote work, 
not working. (2) The moral working proceeding from faith, according to 
Paul, is love, so that there would here be a tautology with what follows. 
Clericus refers 1d épyov rij¢ miotewc to the acceptance of the gospel (Opus .. . 
erat, ethnicismo abdicato mutatoque prorsus vivendi instituto, christianam 
religionem profiteri atque ad ejusdem normam vitam in posterum institu- 
ere; quae non poterant fieri nisi a credentibus, Jesum vere a Deo missum 
atque ab eo mandata accepisse apostolos, ideoque veram esse universam 
evangelii doctrinam); so also Macknight, according to whom the accept- 
ance of the gospel is called an épyov on account of the victory over the 
prejudices in which the Thessalonians were nourished, and on account of 
the dangers to which they were exposed by their acceptance of Christianity. 
But this reason is remote from the context. Chrysostom,! Theodoret, Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Calovius, Bisping, and others understand the words 
of the verification of faith by stedfastness under persecution. This mean- 
ing underlying the words appears to come nearest to the correct sense. 
iudv tov Epyov rijc tiotewe denotes your work of faith; but as épyov has the 
emphasis (not siorewc, as Hofmann thinks), it is accordingly best 
explained: the work which is peculiar to your faith—by which it is 
characterized, inasmuch as your faith is something begun with energy, 
and held fast with resoluteness, in spite of all obstacles and oppositions. 
This meaning strikingly suits the circumstances of the Epistle-—Kai roo 
Kérov tic ayarnc] the second point of the apostle’s thanksgiving. ’Aydry is 
not love to God, or to God and our neighbor (Nicol. Lyr.), also not to 
Christ, as if rod. xupiov nu. "I. X. belonged to dydry¢ (Cornelius a Lapide), 
still less love to the apostle and his companions (Natal. Alexander: 
labores charitatis vestrae, quibus nos ex Judaeorum seditione et insidiis 
eripuistis, qaum apud vos evangelium praedicaremus; Estius, Benson), 
but love to fellow-Christians (comp. Col. i. 4). Kéro¢ rie ayarne denotes 
the active labor of love, which shuns no toil or sacrifice, in order to 
minister to the wants of our neighbors: not a forbearing love which bears 
with the faults and weaknesses of others (Theodoret); nor is the genitive 
the genitive of origin, the work which proceeds from love (so Clericus, 
Schott, de Wette, Koch, Bloomfield, and most critics); but the genitive 
of possession, the work which is peculiar to love, by which it is 
characterized. According to de Wette, xéro¢ ric aydrne might refer also to 
the labor of rulers and teachers (v. 12). Contrary to the context, as ver. 
3 contains only the further exposition of ver. 2; but according to ver. 2, 


IT éore rod Epyov ris mictews; Ste obdivy mictews. Ei morevers, ravra macxe’ et Se mh 
Uuav mapéxdwe Thy évatagww TodTO yap Epyov maoxets, ov mreEvers. 
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the apostle’s thanksgiving extends to all the members of the church (mer? 
wdvtwv dudv), not merely to individuals among them.—The third point of the 
apostle’s thanksgiving is the éAz7i¢ of his readers, and this also not in and 
for itself, but in its property of irouor4. drouovf is not the patient waiting 
which precedes fulfillment (Vatablus), but the constancy which suffers not 
itself to be overcome by obstacles and oppositions (Chrysostom, Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact). The genitive here also is not the genitive of 
origin (Clericus, Schott, de Wette, Koch, Bloomfield), but of possession : 
your endurance of hope; that endurance which belongs to your hope, by 
which hope is characterized. éric is here as usual subjective: hoping 
(otherwise, Col. i. 5).—rov xupiov judy ’I. X.] does not refer to all the three 
‘above-mentioned virtues, “in order to show that they are one and all 
derived from Christ, and instilled into man by the Holy Spirit ” (Olshau- 
sen), or are directed to Christ as their object (Cornelius a Lapide, Hof- 
mann), but is the object only of éAridoc. The hope refers to Christ, that is, 
to His advent, because the judgment and retribution will then take place, 
and the divine kingdom completed in all its glory will commence.— 
Euxpootev tov Oeov Kai ratpd¢ juav] belongs not to eidére¢ (ver. 4), which 
Musculus thinks possible, and as little to rot kupiov ju. "I. X.; for—(1) the 
article rov before uxpocfev must then have been omitted, and (2) an entire 
abnormal representation of Christ would occur; also not to ric brouovie 
the éAxidoc, or to all the three ideas, to indicate thereby these three virtues 
as existing before the eyes and according to the judgment of God, and 
thus as true and genuine (Theodoret, Oecumenius, Aretius, Fromond, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Baumgarten-Crusius, Jowett, Auberlen), for in this 
case the repetition of the article would be expected, and besides, évézvov 
row Ocow and similar expressions have, in the above sense, always an 
adjective or corresponding clause; but it belongs—which only is 
grammatically correct—to prvqpovebovrec, so that urypyovebovres Eurpoobev k.7.A, 
corresponds to preiay roveibar xi Tév mpocevyov (ver. 2).—rod Oe0d Kal marpod¢ 
juav] may mean Him, who is our God and our Father; or Him, who is 
God, and likewise our Father. [XLVII 6. c.} . 
Ver. 4. Eidérec is incorrectly referred by many (thus Baur) to the 
Thessalonians, either as the nominative absolute in the sense of oidare yap 
(Erasmus), or eldérec éoré (Homberg, Baumgarten-Crusius); or (Grotius) 
as the beginning of a new sentence which has its tempus finit. in éyevfOnre 
(ver. 6), “knowing that ye became followers of us.” Rather, the subject 
of vy. 2 and 8, thus Paul, Silvanus, and Timotheus, is continued in eidérec. 
It is further erroneous to supply «ai before eidérec (Flatt), as this participle 
is by no means similar to the two preceding. Lastly, it is erroneous to 
make eidérec dependent on pveiav rootpevor (Pelt). Eidére¢ is only cor- 
rectly joined to the principal verb etyapioroipev (ver. 2), and adduces 
the reason of the apostle’s thanksgiving, whilst the preceding par- 
ticiples state only the mode of eiyapiorovper.—ird Oeot cannot be con- 
joined with «idérec (scientes a deo, i.e. ex dei revelatione), which Estius 
thinks possible, against which imé instead of apd is decisive. Nor 
does it belong to rv éxdoypy ipov, so that elvac would require to be 
29 
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supplied, and dde2got jyarnpuévoc to be taken by itself, but to 7yarnué- 
vo. Fer—(i) this union is grammatically the most natural (see 2 
Thess. ii. 13, the Hebrew 7) ‘TT, 2 Chron. xx. 7, and dyar7roi Ccoi, 
Rom. i. 7). (2) By the union of id Gcod riv éxdoyyy ipnav, a peculiar 
stress would be put on ind Ocov; but such an emphasis is inadmissible, 
as another éxAoyf than by God is in Paul’s view a nonentity, and therefore 
the addition 75 Oeov would be idle.—Moreover, adeAgot jyarnuévor bd Oeod 
isa pure address, and not the statement of the cause of rip éxdoyjv tuav 
(Estius).—éxAoy4] election or choice, denotes the action of God, according to 
which He has predetermined from eternity individuals to be believers in 
Christ. «A7oze is related to éxAoyy as the subsequent realization to the pre- 
ceding determination. Erroneously Pelt: é«oyq is electorum illa innova- 
tio, qua per spiritum divinum mutatur interna hominem conditio; and 
still more arbitrarily Baumgarten-Crusius: é«Aoy# is not “ choice among 
others (church election), but out of the world, with Paul equivalent to 
kAjosc, and exactly here as in 1 Cor. i. 26; not being elected, but the mode 
or condition of the election” (!), so that the sense would be: “Ye know 
how ye have become Christians” (!!).—tuév the objective genitive to 
éxAoyfv : the election of you. 

Ver. 5. [XLVII d.] Bengel, Schott, Hofmann, and others unite ver. 
5 by a simple comma to the preceding, understanding ér in the sense 
of “that,” or “namely that,” and thus the further analysis or explication 
of éxAoyf, te. the statement wherein éxAoy# consists. But evidently vv. 5, 6 
are not a statement wherein éxioyh consists, but of the historical facts from 
which it may be inferred. Accordingly, ér (if one will not understand it 
with most interpreters as guia, which has little to recommend it) is to be 
separated from ver. 4 by a colon, and to be taken in the sense of jor, 
introducing the reason on which the apostle grounds his own conviction 
of the éxAoyf of his readers. This reason is twofold—(1) The power and 
confidence by which the gospel was preached by him and his companions 
in Thessalonica (ver. 5); and (2) The eagerness and joy with which it was 
embraced by the Thessalonians (ver. 6 ff). Both are proofs of grace, 
attestations of the éxAoy# of the Thessalonians on the part of God. rd ebay- 
yéAvov udev] our gospel, i.e. our evangelical preaching.—ovk éyerfOn mpde buac] 
was not carried into effect among you, i.e. when it was brought to you. 
The passive from éyeviy, alien to the Attic, and originally Doric, but 
common in the «ow#,’ characterizes the being carried into effect as some- 
thing effected by divine grace, and the additions with év following indicate 
the form and manner in which the apostolic preaching was carried into 
effect. From this it follows how erroneous it is with Koppe, Pelt, and 
others to refer iv Adyy...70AAG to the qualities of the Thessalonians 
which resulted from the preaching of the apostle. According to Koppe, 
the meaning is “ quantam enim mea apud vos doctrina in animos vestros 


i Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calvin, Mus- 2See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 108 ff.; Ktihner, 
culus, Hemming, Zanchius, Justinian, Vors- I. 193; Winer’s Grammar, p. 80 [E. T. 84]. 
tius, Calixtus, Clericus, 
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vim habuerit, non ore tantum sed facto declaravistis.” That the conclud- 
ing words of ver. 5, kafd¢ oidare .. . duac, Which apparently treats of the 
manner of the apostle’s entrance, contains only a recapitulatory statement 
of év Aéyw .. . roAAP, appealing to the testimony of the Thessalonians, is a 
sufficient condemnation of this strange and artificial explanation.—év Ady@ 
uévov] [XLVI e.] in word only, i.e. not that it was a bare announce- 
ment, a bare communication in human words, which so easily fade away. 
Grotius: Non stetit intra verba. But the apostle says ob pévov, because 
human speech was the necessary instrument of communication—aard Kai 
év duvduer «.7.2.] By divauc is not to be understood miracles by which the 
power of the preached gospel was attested;1 for if so, the plural would 
have been necessary. Nor is the gospel denoted as a miraculous power 
(Benson), which meaning in itself is possible. Nor is the efficacy of the 
preached word among the Thessalonians indicated (Bullinger: Per 
virtutem intellexit efficaciam et vim agentem in cordibus fidelium). But 
it forms simply the contrast to ?éyoc, and denotes the impressive power 
accompanying the entrance of Paul and his followers.—év rvebyare dyig| 
Theodoret, Musculus, Cornelius a Lapide, Fromond, B. a Piconius, Natalis 
Alexander, Benson, Macknight interpret this of the communication of 
the Holy Spirit to the readers. But the communication of the Holy 
Spirit is beyond the power of the apostles, as being only possible on the 
part of God. Besides, év rvetuare can only contain a statement of the 
manner in which Paul and his assistants preached the gospel, Accord- 
ingly, the meaning is: our preaching of the gospel was carried on among 
you in the Holy Ghost, that is, in a manner which could only be ascribed 
to the operation of the Holy Ghost. év mvebyari dyiy serves, therefore, not 
only for the further amplification, but also for the intensification of the 
idea év duvéyer. It is therefore incompetent to consider éy duvduer Kad év 
mvetu. dyio as a év did dvoiv instead of év duvdper rveby. dyiov (Calvin, 
Piscator, Turretine, Bloomfield, and others).—rAypogopia] comp. Col. ii. 2; 
Rom. iv. 21, xiv. 5) denotes neither the fullness of spiritual gifts which 
were imparted to the Thessalonians (Lombard, Cornelius a Lapide, 
Turretine), nor the completeness of the apostolic instruction (Thomasius), 
nor the completeness with which Paul performed his duty (Estius), nor 
the proofs combined with his instructions, giving complete certainty 
(Fromond, Michaelis), nor generally “certitudo, qua Thessalonicenses 
certi de veritate evangelii ac salute sua redditi fuerant” (Musculus, 
Benson, Macknight); but the fullness and certainty of conviction, #.e. the 
inward confidence of faith with which Paul and his assistants appeared 
preaching at Thessalonica.—xafoc oldare x.7.A.] a strengthening of dre... 
xoAam by an appeal to the knowledge of his readers.’ Pelt, entirely per- 
verting the meaning, thinks that the apostle in these concluding words 
would hold forth his example for the emulation of his readers. This view 


1Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 20ecum.: Kai ti, dno, maxpnyopa; avror 
Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Nata- dpeis rdprupés are, olor éyeviOnuev mpds duas. 
lis Alexander, Turretine, etc. 
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could only claim indulgence if Koppe’s connection, which, however, Pelt 
rejects, were correct. Koppe begins a new sentence with xa6éc, consider- 
ing Kade oidare as the protasis and xa? dueic as the apodosis, and gives the 
sense: qualem me vidistis, quum apud vos essem... tales etiam vos 
nunc estis. But this connection is impossible. (1) Recanse oidare cannot 
mean me vidistis, but has a purely present signification—ye know. (2) 
Because if there were such an emphatic contrast of persons (qualem 
me... tales etiam vos), then, instead of the simple éyevfOnuev, jucic eyevibnuev 
would necessarily be put. (3) Because éyev#fyre does not mean nune estis, 
but facti estis. (4) Instead of the asyndeton xabd¢ oidare, we would expect a 
connection with the preceding by some particle added to xabdc. (5) And 
- lastly, the apodosis would not be introduced by kai tyeic, but by obrw¢ tuei¢ 
(comp. 2 Cor. i. 5, viii. 6, x. 7). Pelt’s assertion is also erroneous, that 
instead of kabdc oidate oles éyev#Onuev, the more correct Greek phrase would 
have been olove oidate ijudc yeyovérac. For the greatest emphasis is put 
on oloe éyev#Onuev, but this emphasis would have been lost by the sub- 
stitution of the above construction.—oio éyev#fyuev] [XLVII f.] recapitu- 
lates the preceding 16 evayy.... xoAAH, but, with this difference, that what 
was before said of the act of preaching is here predicated of the preachers. 
oloe éyev#Onuev does not denote the privations which Paul imposed upon 
himself when he preached the gospel, as Pelagius, Estius, Macknight, 
Pelt, and others think, making an arbitrary comparison of ii. 7, 9; 2 
Thess. iii. 8,9; also not xcvdivove, ob¢ irép abrdv bréorncay, Td CwThptov aiToic 
mpoagépovrec kppvyna (Theodoret), nor both together (Natal. Alexander). It 
also does not mean quales fuerimus (so de Wette, Hofmann, and others), 
but can only denote the being made for some purpose (proved to be, 
Ellicott). It thus contains the indication that the emphatic element in 
the preaching of the gospel at Thessalonica was a work of divine appoint- 
ment—of divine grace. Accordingly, 6: iuac, for your sake, that is, in 
order to gain you for the kingdom of Christ, is to be understood not of 
the purpose of the apostle and his assistants, but of the purpose of God. 
Ver. 6 contains the other side of the proof for the éxAoy# of the Thessa- 
lonians, namely, their receptivity for the preaching of the gospel demon- 
strated by facts. Ver.6 may either be separated by a point from the 
preceding (then the proof of ver. 6, in relation to ver. 4, lies only in 
thought, without being actually expressed), or it may be made to depend 
on rc in ver. 5 (provided this be translated by for, as it ought) [XLVII g.]. 
In this latter case xafde oidare . . . dv tude, ver. 5, is a parenthesis. This 
latter view is to be preferred, because vy. 5 and 6 appear more evidently 
to be internally connected, and, accordingly, the twofold division of the 
argument, adduced for the éxAoy# of the readers, is more clearly brought 
forward.—yiuyrai] See 1 Cor. iv. 16, xi. 1; Phil. iii. 17; Eph. v.1; Gal. iv. 
12,—éyev#Onre denotes here also the having become as a having been made, 
i.e. effected by the agency of God.—xai roi xvpiov is for the sake of climax. 


1 Erroneously Bullinger: Veluti correetione  apostolorum imitatores esse debemus, quate- 
subjecta addit: et domini. Eatenus enim nus illi Christi imitatores sunt. 
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_, The Thessalonians became imitators of the apostle and of Christ, not in 
divauic, in rvevua Gyiov, and in zrAnpogopia, as Koppe thinks; but because 
they received the evangelical preaching (rdv Adyov, comp. Gal. vi. 6, equiva- 
lent to «jpvyyua), allowed it an entrance among them, in much affliction, 
with joy of the Holy Ghost, i.e. not merely that they received the Adyoc — 
(here the ¢ertium comparationis would be wanting), but that they received 
it év OAiper woAAH weTa Yapac rveip. dyiov.—defdpevor Tov Adyov] [XLVII h.] The 
reception of the gospel corresponds to its announcement brought to the 
readers (ver. 5), whilst yiujow is explained by é @rivec ... dyiov. The chief 
emphasis is on the concluding words : era yapac¢ rveipuarog dyiov, containing 
in themselves the proper tertium comparationis between Christ and the 
apostle on the one hand, and the Thessalonians on the other; but év 
Giver xoAAG is placed first to strengthen it, and for the sake of contrast, 
inasmuch as dé yecfat Tov Adyov wera yapac 7. dy. is something high and sub- 
lime, but it is something far higher and more sublime when this joy is 
neither disturbed nor weakened by the trials and sufferings which have 
been brought upon believers on account of their faith in Christ—év OAipec 
xo474] Erroneously Clericus: Subintelligendum é»7a, quum acceperitis 
verbum, quod erat in afflictione multa, h. e cujus praecones graviter 
affligebantur. The 6/iuc of the Thessalonians had already begun during 
the presence of the apostle among them (Acts xvii. 6 ff.), but after his 
expulsion it had greatly increased (ii. 14, iii. 2, 8, 5). The apostle has in 
view both the commencement and the continwance of the persecution (comp. 
ver. 7, and the adjective 0724 attached to OAipe), against which de&dpevor 
is no objection, as the two points of time are united as the spring-time of 
the Christian church.—yapda rvetuaroc dyiov] is not joy in the Holy Ghost, 
but a joy or joyfulness which proceeds from the Holy Ghost, is produced 
by Him (comp. Rom. xiv. 17; Gal. v. 22; Acts v. 41). In reality, it isnot 
to be distinguished from yaipew év xvpiy (see Meyer on Phil. iii. 1). 

Ver. 7. The Thessalonians had so far advanced that they who were 
formerly imitators had now become a model and an example to others.— 
rorov.] The singular is regular, as the apostle considers the church as a 
unity.—raow toi¢ mictetovew] not to all believers (de Wette), but to the 
whole body of believers.? ~acow augments the praise given. of mioretovrec 
are believers, Christians (comp. Eph. i. 19). Chrysostom, whom Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, and most interpreters (also Pelt and Schott) follow, 
takes ricretovow in the sense of miretcaow, finding in ver.7 theidea that 
the Thessalonians converted at a later period were further advanced in the 
intensity of their faith than those who had been earlier believers: Kai piv 
bv borépy H0e mpic avtotce’ GAA’ obtac EAdupare, dnoiv, dc Tov TpoAaBdvTuv yevécbat 
diWackddoug ... Ov yap elev, bore timove yevécbar mpdc TH iaTEvoUL, GAAG Toi HON 
miorevouot timoc éyévecbe. But this view would contain a historical untruth, 
For in Europe, according to the Acts (comp. also 1 Thess. ii. 2), only the 
Philippians were believers before the Thessalonians ; all the other churches 


1See Winer’s Grammar, p. 164 [E. T. 175]; 2See Winer, p. 105 [E. T. 110}. 
Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 60; Kuhner, II. p. 27. 
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of Macedonia and Achaia were formed afterwards. The present participle 
is rather to be understood from the standpoint of the apostle, so that all 
Christians then present in Macedonia and Achaia, that is, all Christians 
actually existing there at the time of the composition of the Epistle, are 
to be understood.—év r# Maxedovig wai év rH ’Axaia] Comp. Rom. xv. 26; Acts 
xix. 21: the twofold division of Greece usually made after its subjection 
to the Romans (comp. Winer, Realwirterb. 2d ed. vol. I. p. 21). The emphasis 
which Theodoret puts on the words (Hiéyce riv eionulav, apxétura avrov¢ 
evoeBeiac yeyernabar dyoac éOveot peyiotore Kai Ext cogia Gavualouévorc) is not con- 
tained in it. Baur’s (p. 484) assertion, that what is said in ver. 7 is only 
suitable for a church already existing for a longer time, is without any 
justification. For to be an example to others depends on the behavior ; 
the idea of duration is entirely indifferent. 

Ver. 8. [XLVII 7.] Proof of the praise in ver.7.1_ Baumgarten-Crusius 
arbitrarily assumes in ver. 8 ff. an address, not only to the Thessalonians, 
but also to the Philippians, in short, to “the first converts in Macedonia.” 
For ivay (ver. 8) can have no further extension than tuéa¢ (ver. 7).—a¢’ 
tur] does not import vestra opera, so that a missionary activity was attri- 
buted to the Thessalonians (Riickert), also not per vos, ope consilioque 
vestro, so that the sense would be: that the gospel might be preached by 
me in other parts of Macedonia and Achaia, has been effected by your 
advice and co-operation, inasmuch as, when in imminent danger, my life 
and that of Silvanus was rescued by you (Schott, Flatt). For in the first 
case 0¢’ judy would be required, and in the second case dé?’ tudr, not to 
mention that the entire occasion of the last interpretation is invented and 
artificially introduced. Rather a@’ iuév is purely local (Schott and Bloom- 
field erroneously unite the local import with the instrumental), and 
denotes: out from you, forth from you, comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 36. Yet this can- 
not be referred, with Koppe and Krause, to Paul: from you, that is, when 
I left Thessalonica, I found in the other cities of Macedonia and Achaia a 
favorable opportunity for preaching the gospel. For (1) this would have 
been otherwise grammatically expressed, perhaps by a¢’ tudv yap areABdvti 
Gipa pot avéwye Eig TO Knpbooew Tov Adyov Tov Kupiov; add to this (2), which is 
the chief point, that the logical relation of ver. 8 to ver. 7 (y4p) does not 
permit our seeking in ver. 8 a reference to the conduct of the apostle, but 
indicates that a further praise of the Thessalonians is contained in it— 
e&fyntac] Comp. Sir. xl. 18; Joel iii. 14; an drat Acyduevov in N. T., és 
sounded out, like the tone of some far-sounding instrument, ¢.e. without a 
figure: was made known with power.—é Adyo¢ rod xvpiov] is not the word 
from the Lord, or the report of what the Lord has done to you,? but the 
word of the Lord which He caused to be preached (subjective genitive), 


1See on the verse, Storr, Opus. III. p. 317 ff; 
Rickert, locorum Paulinorum 1 Thess. i. 8 et 
1 Thess. iii. 1-3, explanatio, Jen. 1844. 


kupiov évtav@a ov Thy mioti Aéyet, ov yap 7 
miotts am’ avt@y édaBe Thy apxyv, GAN’ ayTi 
TOU wavTes Eyvwoav boa dmép THs mioTews 
2So, as it seems, Theodore Mopsuest. [in émddere, kal tavtes buoy Td BEBaroy Oavpacovar 
N. T. commentariorwm, quae reperiri potuerunt. —_tijs tioTews, WoTE Kat TpoTpoMHy ETépots yeverOas 
Colleg., Fritasche, Turici 1847, p. 145]: Adyov ra bpeérepa. 
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t.e. the gospel (comp. 2 Thess. iii. 1; Col. iii. 16); thus similar to the more 
usual expression of Paul: 6 Aéyo¢ rov cot. But the meaning is not: The 
report of the gospel, that it was embraced by you, went forth from you, and. 
made a favorable impression upon others (de Wette) ; but the knowledge 
of the gospel itself spread from you, so that the power and the eclat which 
was displayed at the conversion of the Thessalonians directed attention to 
the gospel, and gained friends for it—The words ot yévov have given much 
trouble to interpreters. According to their position they evidently belong 
to év t# Maxedovig xat év rH ’Ayaig, and form a contrast to év ravri réry. But 
it does not agree with this view that a new subject and predicate are found 
in the contrast introduced with 4424, because the emphasis lies (as the 
position of ob pévov . . . G42d appears to demand) only on the two local 
statements, so that only ag’ tudv . . . rérw should have been written, and 
Gore pi «.7.2. should have been directly connected with them. This double 
subject and predicate could only be permissible provided the phrases: 
zEnynrat 6 Adyoc tov Kupiov, and: 7 rictic tuav 7 mpdc T. Oedv éeAHAvOev Were 
equivalent, as de Wette (also Olshausen and Koch) assumes (“the fame 
of your acceptance of the gospel sounded forth not only in Macedonia and 
Achaia, but also in every place the fame of your faith in God is spread 
abroad”); but, as is remarked above, de Wette does not correctly trans- 
late the first member of the sentence. Zanchius, Piscator, Vorstius, Beza, 
~Grotius, Koppe, Storr, Flatt, Schrader, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
others have felt themselves obliged to assume a ftrajection, uniting ov 
pévov not with év tH Maxedovia kai év 7H Ayaia, but with éé#yyra, and thus 
explain it as if the words stood: a¢’ tuév yap ob udvov éiqyyrat x.7.A. But 
this trajection is a grammatical impossibility. Bloomfield has understood 
the words as a mingling of two different forms of expression. According to 
him, it is to be analyzed: “For from you sounded the word of the Lord 
over all Macedonia and Achaia; and not only has your faith in God been 
well known there, but the report of it has been disseminated everywhere 
else.” But that which is united by Paul is thus forcibly severed, and 
arbitrarily moulded into an entirely new form. Lastly, Ruckert has 
attempted another expedient. According to him, the apostle, after having 
written the greater part of the sentence, was led by the desire of making 
a forcible climax so to alter the originally intended form of the 
thought that the conclusion no longer corresponded with the announce- 
ment. So also Ellicott essentially. Thus, then, the sense would be: 
Vestra opera factum est, ut domini sermo propagaretur non solum in 
Macedonia et Achaja, sed etiam—immo amplius quid, ipsa vestra fides 
ita per famam sparsa est, ut nullus jam sit locus, quem ejus nulla dum 
notitia attigerit. But against this is—(1) that 7 rior ivov, on account of 
its position after év tavti réxy, cannot have the principal accent; on the 
contrary, to preserve the meaning maintained by Riickert, it ought to 
have been written, GA” airy 9 miotic tudv 4 mpoc Tov Ocdv év Tavti Témy 
éEeApivbev ; (2) that the wide extension of the report of the rior of the 
readers is not appropriate to form a climax to their supposed missionary 
activity expressed in the first clause of the sentence. However, to give 
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ov pévov .. . GAAd its proper force, and thereby to avoid the objection of the 
double subject and predicate, there is a very simple expedient (now 
adopted by Hofmann and Auberlen), namely, another punctuation; to 
put a colon after «vpiov, and to take together all that follows. According 
to this, ver. 8 is divided into two parts, of which the first part (ag’ tuav ... 
kvpiov), in which 4¢’ tuov and é&7xynTae have the emphasis, contains the 
reason of ver. 7, and of which the second part (oi pévov . . . Aadeiv re) takes 
up the preceding é#ynra, and works it out according to its locality.— 
From the fact that ov uévov . . . adda serves to contrast the local designations, 
it follows that év ravri rérw is not to be limited (with Koppe, Storr, Flatt, 
Schott, and others) to Macedonia and Achaia (év ravti rérw tH¢ Maxedoviac 
kai the ’Axatac), but must denote every place outside of Macedonia and 
Achaia, entirely apart from the consideration whether Paul and his com- 
panions had already come in contact with those places or not (against 
Hofmann), thus the whole known world (Chrysostom : tiv oikovuévyv; Oecu- 
menius: dravra tov kéonov); by which it is to be conceded that Paul here, 
as in Rom. i. 8, Col. i. 6, 28, expresses himself in a popular hyperbolical 
manner.—7 rictic tudv 4 pode Tov Oedv] your faith, that is, your believing or 
becoming believers in God (zior thus subjective); the unusual preposi- 
tion zpéc instead of eic is also found in Philem. 5. That here God, and not 
Christ, is named as the object of faith does not alter the case, because God 
is the Father of Christ and the Author of the salvation contained in Him. 
But the unusual form 7 rpd¢ rdv Oedv is designedly chosen, in order to bring 
prominently forward the monotheistic faith to which the Thessalonians had 
turned, in contrast to their former idolatry. —éfeAyAvéer] has gone forth, has 
' spread forth, namely, as a report. Comp. on é&épyeo6a in this sense, Matt. 
ix. 26; Luke viii. 17, etc. Probably the report had spread particularly by 
means of Christian merchants (Zanchius, Grotius, Joach. Lange, Baum- 
garten, de Wette), and the apostle might easily have learned it in the 
great commercial city of Corinth, where there was a constant influx of 
strangers. Possibly also Aquila and Priscilla, who had lately come from 
Rome (Acts xviii. 2), brought with them such a report (Wieseler, p. 42). 
At all events, neither a longer existence of the Thessalonian church fol- 
lows from this passage (Schrader, Baur), nor that Paul had in the inter- 
val been in far distant places (Wurm). As, moreover, é£cA#Av0ev is con- 
strued not with ei¢ but with év, so not only the arrival of the report in those 
regions is represented, but its permanence after its arrival.'—aore yu) ypelav 
éxewv jude Aare ti] so that we have no need to say anything of it (sc. of your 
miorig; erroneously Michaelis, “of the gospel;” erroneously also Koch, 
“something considerable”), because we have been already instructed 
concerning it by its report; although this is contained in égcApavbev, yet. it 
is impressively brought forward and explained in what follows. 
Ver. 9. Abroi] not: sponte, abrouabic, of themselves (Pelt), but emphat- 
ically opposed to the preceding juac: not we, nay they themselves, that is, 
according to the well-known constructio ad sensum (comp. Gal. ii. 2): of év 


1See Winer, p. 385 [E. T. 413]; Bernhardy, Synt. p. 208. 
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TH Makedovig kat év tH "Ayaig xat év ravti réry.1 Beza erroneously (though 
undecidedly) refers airoé to mavre¢ of riotebovrec (ver. 7).—repi judr] is not 
equivalent to irép judv, in our stead (Koppe), but means: concerning us, 
de nobis; and, indeed, rep? judv is the general introductory object of 
arayyéAAovew, Which is afterwards more definitely expressed by érotav 
k.7.4.—juav, however, refers not only to the apostle and his assistants, (so 
also Ellicott and Hofmann) but also to the Thessalonians, because other- 
Wise kal re éxeotpéware in relation to juév would be inappropriate. This 
twofold nature of the subject may be already contained in 7 mlotic tyav 
mpo¢ Tov Ocdv (ver. 8); as, on the one hand, the producing of riortie by the 
labors of the apostle is expressed, and, on the other hand, its acceptance 
on the part of the Thessalonians.—ézolav eicodov écyouev xpd¢ tuac] what 
sort of entrance we had to you, namely, with the preaching of the gospel, 
a. €. (comp. ver. 5) with what power and fullness of the Holy Spirit, with 
what inward conviction and contempt of external dangers (Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact erroneously limit éroiav to danger), we preached 
the gospel to you. Most understand dézoiav eicodov (led astray by the Ger- 
man HEingang) of the friendly reception, which Paul and his companions 
found among the Thessalonians (indeed, according to Pelt, eicodoc in itself 
without éroia denotes facilem aditum); and accordingly some (Schott, 
Hofmann) think of the eager reception of the gospel, or of its entrance 
into the hearts of the Thessalonians (Olshausen). The first view is against 
linguistic usage, as cicodov Exew mpéc twa can Only have an active sense, can 
only denote the coming to one, the entrance (comp. ii. 1); as also in the 
classics cicodog is particularly used of the entrance of the chorus into the 
orchestra (comp. Passow on the word). The latter view is against the 
context, as in ric éxeorpéware x.7.2. the effect of the apostle’s preaching is 
first referred to.—réc] how, that is, how joyfully and energetically— 
éxcorpégew] to turn from the false way to the true—zpé¢ tov Gedy] to be 
converted to God: a well-known biblical figure. It can also denote to 
return to God; for although this is spoken of those who once were Gen- 
tiles, yet their idolatry was only an apostasy from God (comp. Rom. i. 19 
ff.).—dovretew] the infinitive of design. See Winer, p. 298 [E. T. 324].—oep 
Carri] the living God (comp. ‘TN D8, 2 Kings xix. 4, 16, and Acts xiv. 15), 
in contrast to dead idols (Hab. ii. 19)—aAnbwéc] true, real (comp. D8 TN, 
2 Chron. xv. 3; John xvii. 3; 1 John v. 20), in contrast to idols, which are 
vain and unreal. The design intended by dovacbew Oe@ Covti kai adding 
contains as yet nothing specifically Christian ; it is rather dovAeia conse- 
crated to the living and true God, common to Christians and Jews. The 
specific Christian mark, that which distinguishes Christians also from Jews, 
is added in what immediately follows. 

Ver. 10. It may surprise us that this characteristic mark is given not as 
faith in Christ (comp. Acts xx. 21; also John xvii. 3), but the hope of His 
advent. But, on the one hand, this hope of the returning Christ presup- 
poses faith in Him, as also jvéuevov clearly points to faith as its necessary 


1See Bernhardy, Syntac, p. 288; Winer, p. 137 [E. T. 145.] 
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condition and presupposition ; and, on the other hand, in the circumstances 
which occasioned the composition of this Epistle, the apostle must have 
been already led to touch in a preliminary manner upon the question, 
whose more express discussion was reserved to a later portion of his 
Epistle. —dvauévew] here only in the N. T.; in 1 Cor. i. 7, Phil. iii. 30, etc., 
arexdéxeoda stands for it. Erroneously Flatt: to expect with joy. The 
idea of the nearness of the advent as an event, whose coming the church 
might hope to live to see, is contained in dvauéverw, [XLVII j.] —éx trav 
obpavav] belongs to avayéverr. A brachylogy, in the sense of avapyévery éx Tov 
obpavav épydsuevov, see Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 621].—dv jyewev éx tov vexpdv] is 
emphatically placed before ’Ijcotv, as God by the resurrection declared 
Christ to be His vide (comp. Rom. i. 4). Hofmann strangely perverts the 
passage, that Paul by éy jyecpev éx tov vexpov assigns a reason for é« Tév 
obpavav, because “the coming of the man Jesus from where He is with 
God to the world where His saints are, has for its supposition that He has 
risen from where He was with the dead.” There is no emphasis on éx 
Tov ovpavey, its only purpose is for completing the idea of davayuéveey.—rov 
puduevov] The present participle does not stand for rév poduevoy (Grotius, 
Pelt); it serves to show that pieoda is not begun only at the judgment, 
but already here, on earth, inasmuch as the inward conviction resides in 
the believer that he, by means of his fellowship with Christ, the corp, is 
delivered from all fears of a future judgment.—rdv pvéuevov] stands there- 
fore as a substantive. See Winer, p. 331 [E. T. 353].—épyf] wrath, then the 
activity of wrath, punishment. It has also this meaning among classical 
writers.'—A|so rij¢ épyouévnc] is not equivalent to éAevoouévne (Grot., Pelt, 
and others), but refers to the certain coming of the wrath at the judgment, 
which Christ will hold at His advent (comp. Col. iii. 6). 


Nores By AMERICAN EpIvror. 
XLVI. 


The similarity in some.of the leading characteristics of the First Epistle to the 
Thessalonians and the Epistle to the Philippians—the earliest and latest of the 
letters addressed by Paul to the churches—is especially worthy of notice. As 
distinguished from the other epistles, they are both letters of friendly interest, of 
general practical suggestion or admonition, with no great subject occupying the 
main portion of the space or of the thought, with little definiteness of plan, with 
no setting forth, at the beginning, of his apostolic office. The first and last 
messages to the churches are messages of affection. Controversies, rebuke of 
enemies, discussions of great doctrines or grave errors, defense of his official 
claims against those who denied them, all these things arise after the first, and 
pass away mainly before the last. And yet it is equally interesting to notice the 
differences between the two epistles, which are naturally connected with the 
passing of the years that separated them, and with the progress of the writer’s 
thought and life. The former letter is that ofa teacher in the vigor of his 
working age to a small Christian community having recently entered the new life 
and needing admonitions and encouragements in fundamental things. The 


1See Kypke, in den Obss. sacr., on Rom. ii. 5. 
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readers were not in the conflict of doctrine, but were raising the first questions of 
the early convert, When will the kingdom be established; when will the Lord 
come? The writer was hopeful for future activity, and confident that life would 
continue. The latter epistle is the work of a man who views the end as possibly 
in the near future, and gives his exhortations on a higher plain of Christian 
development. The Church has been in existence for a long period. It has done 
continuous and fruitful work. It has considered other questions, and is ready for 
wider or deeper thoughts. 

The principal subject treated in both of the epistles to the Thessalonians, is 
the coming of the Lord. As a subject of thought or discussion, this was naturally 
the first one which would arise in the churches and in individual minds, whether 
the members of the churches came out of~Judaism or heathenism. Jewish 
thought was peculiarly occupied with the matter of the Messianic kingdom and 
its establishment. As the Jewish convert to Christianity centered his belief on 
Jesus as the Messiah, no question could have greater or more immediate interest 
for him, than this of His second appearance to consummate His work. The 
Gentile convert, also, though having previously had no such ideas, found himself, 
by his new faith, connected with a kingdom the promise of whose future triumph 
was the encouragement of all his hopes, He must have looked with earnest 
expectation to the coming fulfillment, and have asked, with intensity of desire, for 
the time when it should be realized. It will be observed, however, that, in 1st 
Thessalonians, this subject is introduced only incidentally, and not as Justification 
by Faith is in the Epistle to the Romans. It is presented simply in the way of 
correcting a misapprehension, and of affording comfort to the members of the 
church with reference to the condition of certain fellow-Christians, who had 
recently died. It belongs, therefore, with other words of counsel and exhortation 
which precede and follow it, to the practical and friendly suggestions of a letter 
to recent converts. 

The Epistle is made up of expressions of interest in the readers—including words 
of thankfulness for their reception of the Gospel and their progress in the Chris- 
tian life, of commendation for their virtues and labors, of interest in their prosperity, 
of anxiety to know of their condition in view of persecutions which had befallenthem 
since his departure from their city,—and instructions and exhortations respecting 
duties or questions of their Christian life. The first of these divisions covers the 
first three chapters; the second, the last two chapters. The subject of the Lord’s 
Coming is only.a part of the second section, introduced incidentally, as remarked 
above. The entire letter has, thus, a unity, but not so much the unity of a 
carefully arranged plan, as that of a message of interest and affection from an 
absent teacher to a church in whose early growth he is deeply interested. 

It is, no doubt, because of this character of the Epistle, that it has so much of 
simplicity and tenderness. The absence, not only of the word amécrodog in ver. 1, 
but of any descriptive word with his own name; the close union of Silvanus and 
Timothy with himself, both in the galutation and in all the remainder of the 
Epistle, as if on an equality; the calling attention to his example as that of a 
father to children, which is hinted at in yv.5, 6 (comp. ii. 11); and the recognition 
of their Christian work and growth in the brief period since their conversion, 
with the generous, almost unbounded, praise which a father might give (vv. 3, 8), 
may be thus explained. It is worthy of notice that the plural we, instead of the 
singular J, is used in this Epistle far more than in the later ones—I occurring in 
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only two or three places (ii. 18, iii. 5, v. 27). It is evident, however, from these 
passages—as it is in the other epistles—that, while in the use of the plural he 
associates his companions in labor with himself in a certain sense, he still intends 
to send his message, commands, instructions, warnings, etc., with his own 
authority, which is different from theirs and of a higher order. The salutation 
of this Epistle—if the text which omits a70... Xpiorov at the end of ver. 1 be 
adopted, as it probably should be—is the briefest that we find in Paul’s writings. 


XLVII. Vv. 2-10. 


(a) pvnuovebovtec, (ver. 3), which Liinemann understands as meaning maxing 
mention of, is better taken in the intransitive sense, remembering. 'The more com- 
mon meaning of the word in the N. T., is the latter, and, as wveiay rooty, has 
already presented the former idea, ii is improbable that a repetition of it would 
be given. A. V., R. V., Grimm, Ell., Noyes tr., and others take the latter view; 
Alf., de W., and others, the former—(b) The explanations, on the other hand, 
which are given by Liinem. of tua of ver. 3, of the relations of ticTewe, ayarye, 
éAridog to the nouns on which they depend, of the connection of tot kupiov K.7.A, 
with éAridoc only, and of the connection of éumpoofev with prnuovévovtes must be 
accepted as correct. The word tzojov# has here, as everywhere, the sense of 
stedjast endurance, which is the evidence and the characteristic of a living hope. 
The two words, coming together here, make it evident that the Apostle has in 
mind the hope of the Lord’s coming, of which he speaks afterwards, ii. 19, ete. 
Faith works—it is a working, not an inactive force; love éoils for these towards 
whom it goes forth; hope perseveres, notwithstanding all that may come to try or 
dishearten the soul. The three great principles of the Christian life are all active. 
The trials and persecutions to which the Thessalonians had already been exposed 
since they became Christians, had given evidence that they had these active 
principles working appropriately, each in its own way, in their lives—(ec) The 
relation of the several participial clauses in vy. 2-4 to etyapiorovuwev may be 
determined by noticing, (1) that, everywhere, Paul seems to present the fact of 
his constant habit of prayer for his converts as making it natural that ke should 
give thanks when he called to mind their Christian life and development; (2) 
that eidére¢ introduces what must, almost necessarily, contain a ground of his 
thankfulness ; and (8) that, if this be so, “vyuovebovrec, not being connected with 
eid,, can hardly set forth another ground. The meaning, therefore, seems to be: 
I give thanks always for you—making mention, as I ever do, in my prayers— 
when I remember your faith, etc., for the reason that I know your election.—(d) 
R. V. renders ér: (ver. 5) by how that in the text, and because in the margin. That 
the marginal rendering because (or for), is the correct one, is proved by the con- 
sideration presented by Liinem. The success of the gospel, as he had preached it 
among them, and the results of it in their lives were the proofs that they had been 
divinely elected, and the Apostle gives thanks because he knows from this evidence 
that they are thus chosen. The reference to election here is accordingly intro- 
duced, as it is uniformly in Paul’s writings, in connection with the joy which comes 
from it to the thought of the Christian believer, who may have his hope and con- 
fidence made sure by reason of this fact.—(e) The combination of Ady, duvduer and 
mvebuate suggests the similar combinations in 1 Cor. ii. 4, 5, and iv. 20. From the 
passages considered in their resemblances, and apart from their differences, we 
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may infer that by dévayie is meant, both here and in 1 Cor., that power of God 
which accompanies the preaching, and in the sphere of which its effectiveness 
lies; that by Aéyo¢ is here meant, as contrasted with the more particular reference 
given by the genitive cogiac in 1 Cor., the mere human word or utterance, of 
whatever sort it may be, in which the gospel message is set forth; and that év 7». 
dy, is kindred to év arodeigec rvebuarToc, and is intended to signify the energizing force 
which fills the truth declared by the preacher, and carries it to the heart of the 
hearer. The whole working of the Apostle and his companions, as they had pro- 
claimed Jesus Christ and Him crucified to the Thessalonians, had, accordingly, been 
in the sphere of words, indeed, but not only in this—in the sphere, also, of power 
and of the Holy Spirit. And now he adds év tAnpodopiag roAadg. This full 
assurance or conviction on the part of the preachers is connected with their con- 
sciousness of the presence of the divauic and the zvetua Gyr, or more imme- 
diately with the latter, if év before tAyp. is omitted with 8 B17 Sahid. Copt. W. 
& H. and Tisch. 8th ed. omit év; Treg. brackets it. As Ell. says, Ayp. presents 
the “subjective, corresponding to the more objective side presented in the preced- 
ing” words.—(f) éyevj#njuev ver. 5 refers to what they had shown themselves to, 
be, not in their character as exhibited in their entire life, but in their character 
as preachers. It is doubtful whether the view of Liinem., that éyev. has so much 
of the passive sense as to indicate divine agency, and to imply divine purpose in 
d¢ iuac, can be insisted upon. He maintains the same view with regard to éyev#- 
Onre of ver. 6—“ were made by the agency of God,” where became or showed your- 
selves would seem to be the more natural rendering. The fact that these sentences 
are connected by érz with éxAoy#v does not demand this assigning of a passive 
sense to the verb.—(g) The placing of ver. 6 under the Orv of ver. 5 (so Liinem.) 
is fayored by the correspondence of the verbs éyev//$juev—éyeviOnte, as well as by 
the évident intention of the writer to present in the two verses the twofold reason 
for eidérec «7.2. If a period is placed after ver. 5, as is done by ‘Lisch., R. V., 
Alf., and many others, the connection is unnecessarily broken.—(h) If the point 
in which they showed themselves imitators of the Lord is to be found in the 
words of the verse, Heb. xii. 2, 3, may be compared. But may not the partici- 
pial clause defduevor . . . . dyiov stand simply in an evidential relation to éyev. 
puunrai, and the latter expression have a more indefinite and general reference ?— 
(i) yép of ver. 8 gives the ground justifying the statement of ver. 7; but it intro- 
duces, at the same time, the explanation of the way in which they thus became 
an example, etc. By reason of the impression produced by their reception of the 
word and their turning from idols to the service of God, they arrested the atten- 
tion of all the believers in the upper and lower sections of Greece, and became 
objects of admiration and imitation. The gospel, in this way, had sounded forth 
from them, and their faith had gone out in its influence in every direction—and 
this to such a degree that, instead of having to tell the story of it to other 
churches, Paul found these other churches ready to tell it to him —(j) Liinem. 
finds in avayévewv ver. 10 the idea of the nearness of the coming of the Lord. So 
Alf. and others. Ell. and others, assign to the word simply the notion of patience 
and confidence. There can be little doubt that the “waiting for His Son from 
heaven” is here spoken of as the prominent thing in the new Christian life of 
the readers, because this was the great thought occupying their minds. That they 
supposed the advent to be near is evident. Whether the apostle had this view can 
be hardly determined from this verb, but must be decided from other passages. 
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CHAPTER II. 


Ver. 2. tporabbyrec] Elz. has xat xooradévrec. Against ABC DEFG 
L x, min. plur. vss. and Fathers. Kai is a gloss for the sake of strengthening. 
—Ver. 3. Elz. has obre év 664m. So also Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. 2 and 7, 
Bloomfield, Alford. But it is to be read ovdé év 66%, with Lachm., Tisch. 1 
and 8 and Ellicott after A B C D* F G 8, min., which also the gradation of 
the language requires (see exposition) —Ver. 4. Instead of the Receptus 7@ Oe@, 
B C D* &* 67** 114, et al., Clem. Bas. Oecum. require 029. The article is 
erased by Tisch., Alford and Ellicott, bracketed by Lachmann. The omission is 
not sufficiently attested. Opposed to this omission are the weighty authorities of 
A D*** E FG K L 8**** min. and many Fathers. The article might easily 
have been omitted, on account of the similarity of sound with the two following 
words.—Ver. 7. B C* D* F G x* min. vss. (also Vulg. and It.) Orig. (once) 
Cyr. et al. have vari, instead of the Receptus ju. Received by Lachm. But 
against the unity of the figure, and arisen from attaching the v of the preceding 
word éyev#Onuev—Ver. 8. duecpduevor] Elz. has iuecpduevor, Against A B C D 
EFG K L 8, min. plur: edd. Chrys. (alic.) Damase. ms. Theophyl. dis. 
Reiche, I. 1, p. 826 ff, indeed, recognizes duerpduevoe as primitiva seriptura ; but 
he thinks that (wecpéuevoc was the word designed to be written by Paul, whilst 
éuetpouevoe owed its origin to an error in dictation—to a mistake of the amanuen- 
sis in hearing or in writing—yeyérjo0e] A BC DEF GLY, min. plur. 
Bas. al. read éyevityre, Recommended by Griesbach. Rightly received by 
Lachm, Scholz, Tisch. Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott. The Receptus yeyévyo6e is a 
correction, from erroneously imagining evdoxotzev to be in the present.—Ver. 9. 
vuxtéc¢] Elz. Matth. have voxtic ydp, But yép is rightly erased by Griesb. 
Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. Alford, Ellicott, according to A B D* F G 8, 23, 71, 
et al. perm. Syr. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Chrys. (comm.) Theophyl. Ambrosiast. 
Aug. An explanatory correction —Ver. 12. Instead of the Receptus paprupot- 
uevot, B D*** (also D**?) E (?) K L yx, min. plur, Chrys. Damase. Oec. have 
Haprupduevor, Rejected by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. 1. Correctly approved by 
Matth., Fritzsche (de conform. N. T. critica, quam Lachm. edidit, comment. I., Giessen 
1841, p. 88), de Wette, Tisch. 2, 7 and 8, Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott and Reiche, 
as faptupeiabar is everywhere used only in a passive sense (see Meyer on Acts 
xxvi. 22, and Rinck, lucubr. crit. p. 95), so that aprvpotuevoe would be without 
meaning. Also paprupduevor by a careless scribe might easily have been formed 
into yaprrpobyevor, on account of the preceding tapayeGohuevor as the similarity 
of termination gave occasion to the entire omission of xa? yaprup. in A.—Instead 
of the Ree, wepurarioa is, with Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. Alford and Ellicott, to be 
read teputareiv, according to A B D* F G x, min. Recommended to consid- 
eration by Griesb,—Ver. 13. Instead of the Receptus 6a rovro, Lachm. Tisch. 
and Alford, according to A B &, Copt. Syr. p. al. Theodoret (cd.) Ambrosiast. 
read kai di tovro, which, as the more unusual reading, merits the preference.— 
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Ver. 15. rote mpogitac] Elz. Matth. Bloomfield, Reiche read rode idiove Tpophrac, 
Against A B D* E* F G 8, min. vss. (also It. and Vulg.) and Fathers. A 
gloss from yer. 14 for the sake of strengthening—Ver. 16. éefacev] Lachm. and 
Tisch. 1 read é@axev, which is only attested by B D*, whilst the Receptus has 
the important authority of A C D** and *** EF GEL &, and as it appears of 
all min., of Orig. (twice) Chrys. Theodoret, Dam. et al.—Instead of the Receptus 
% opy? D E F G, Vulg. It. Ambrosiast. Pel. Sedul. have 7 dpy? tod Ocod; an 
explanatory addition—Ver. 18. Acérc] Elz. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. 2, Bloomfield, 
Reiche have 66. Against preponderating testimonies (A B D* F G & ai.). 
Suspected also by Griesbach—Ver. 19. "Ijoot] Elz. Matth. Scholz have ’I7oov 
Xpisrov, Xpiorov is doubted by Griesb., correctly erased by Lachm. Tisch. 
Alford and Ellicott, according to AB DEK yx, min. plur. Syr. utr. al. Theodoret, 
Damasce, Occ. Ambrosiast. ed. 


ConTENTS.—The readers themselves know that the apostle’s entrance 
among them was not without effect: although he had just been mal- 
treated at Philippi, yet he has the courage to preach the gospel at Thes- 
saloniea amid contentions and dangers; for God Himself has called him 
to preach the gospel. It is accordingly solely and entirely the approval 
of God which he seeks; impure motives for preaching the gospel, such as’ 
vanity, covetousness, desire of honor, are far removed from him; he has, 
full of love, interested himself for the Thessalonians; he himself day and 
night worked for his maintenance, that he might not be burdensome to 
them; he then, in a paternal manner, exhorts and beseeches every one of 
them to show themselves worthy in their life of the call to eternal blessed- 
ness, which had been brought to them (vy. 1-12). He then thanks God 
that the Thessalonians had actually received the gospel as the word of 
God, which it really is, and that it had already been so mighty in them, 
that they shunned not to endure sufferings for its sake (vv. 13-16). Here- 
upon the apostle testifies to his readers how he, full of longing toward 
them, who are no less than other Christian churches his hope, his praise, 
and his joy, had wished twice to return to them, but had been hindered 
by the devil (vv. 17-20). 

Ver. 1. [On Vv. 1-12, see Note XLVIII. pages 491-493] is referred by Grotius 
to a thought to be supplied after i. 10: Merito illam spem vitae aeternae 
retinetis. Vera enim sunt, quae vobis annuntiavimus. Arbitrarily, as 
avrot yép, emphatically placed first, yea, you yourselves, must contain a 
contrast of the readers to other persons ; and, besides, this view is founded 
on a false interpretation of ob xevy yéyovev (see below). Also ver. 1 can- 
not, with Bengel, Flatt (who, besides, will consider i. 8-10 as a parenthe- 
sis), Pelt, Schott, and others, be referred to 1. 5, 6; nor, with Hofmann, 
“extending over eidérec tiv éxdoyny tuav” (i. 4) to ebyapioroiuev TH Oe 
(i. 2), the thought being now developed, “what justification the apostle 
had for making the election of his readers the special object of thanks- 
giving to God;” but must, with Zanchius, Balduin, Turretin, de Wette, 
Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott and others, be referred back to te Die ORO 
i. 9 points—(1) abroi yap oidare, by which the Thessalonians themselves are 
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contrasted to the strangers who reported their praise; (2) tiv eloodov judy 
tiv mpoc imac, even by its similarity of sound refers to dmoiav eicodov 
éoxouev mpoc tyac (i. 9); (3) the greater naturalness of referring yap (ii. 1) 
to the preceding last independent sentence. The relation of this reference 
is as follows: in chap. ii. 1 the apostle refers to i. 9,in order to develop 
the thought expressed there—which certainly was already contained 
in i. 5, 6—by an appeal to the consciousness of the readers. But the 
thought expressed in i. 9 was twofold—(1) a statement concerning 
Paul and his assistants, namely, with what energy they preached the 
gospel at Thessalonica (éroiav eicodov éoxouev mpdg iuac); and (2) a state- 
ment concerning the Thessalonians, namely, with what eagerness they 
received the gospel (kai mac «.7.A.). Both circumstances the apostle 
further develops in chap. ii.: first, and most circumstantially, the man- 
ner in which he and his assistants appeared in Thessalonica (ii. 1-12); 
and, secondly, the corresponding conduct of his readers (ii. 13-16). 
But the description of himself (vv. 1-12) was not occasioned by the calum- 
niations of the apostle, and a diminution of confidence in him occasioned 
thereby (Benson, Ritschl, Hall. A. Lit. Z. 1847, No. 125; Auberlen) ; also, 
not so much by the heartfelt gratitude for the great blessings which God 
had conferred on his ministry at Thessalonica, as by the definite design 
of strengthening and confirming, in the way of life on which they had 
entered, the Christian Church at Thessalonica,—which, notwithstanding 
their exemplary faith, yet consisted only of novices,—by a vivid repre- 
sentation of the circumstances of their conversion. How entirely appro- 
priate was the courageous, unselfish, selfsacrificing, and unwearied 
preaching of the apostle to exhibit the high value of the gospel itself, seeing 
it was capable of inspiring such a conduct as Paul and his compan- 
ions had exhibited !—ydp] yea, or indeed. See Hartung, Partikeilehre, I. p. 
463 ff_—The construction : oidare tiv elcodov, dr~—where we, according to 
our idiom, would expect oldare, dri 7 eicodoc «.7.A.—is not only, as Schott 
and others say, “not unknown ”’ to classical writers, but is a regular con- 
struction among the Greeks. See Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 466.—} eicodoc # 
mpo¢ tuac} denotes here nothing more than our entrance among you.— 
xevoc] is the opposite of rAgpyc, and denotes empty, void of contents, null. 
—ob Kevy yéyovev] Grotius (whom Hammond follows) translates this by 
mendax, fallax, ( 1%), and gives the sense: non decepturi ad vos venimus, 
But although xevd¢ often forms the contrast to dAyO¢ (see also Eph. vy. 6), 
yet it obtains only thereby the meaning falsus, never the meaning fallax ; 
also ver. 2 would not suit to the meaning fallax, because then the idea of 
uprightness would be expected as a contrast. Oecumenius finds in vv. 1, 
2 the contrast of truth and falsehood: ob kev) yéyover' rovréotiv ob pataia ov 
pvdor yap wevdeic Kat Afpor Ta juérepa Kypbyuata. But he obtains this mean- 
ing only by incorrectly laying the chief stress in ver. 2 on 7d ebayyéAcov Tod 
Geov (ovdE Hueic davIpdrivdy te éxnpbEapev ele duac aAAG Ocod Aédyovc). Simi- 
larly to Grotius, but equally erroneously, Koppe (veni ad vos eo consilio 
et studio, ut vobis prodessem, non ut otiose inter vos viverem) and Rosen- 
miiller (vani honoris vel opum acquirendarum studio) refer’ ov kev) yéyovev 


. 
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to the design of the apostle, interpretations which are rendered impossi- 
ble by the perfect yéyovev. With a more correct appreciation of yéyovev, 
Estius, Piscator, Vorstius, Turretin, Flatt, and others give the meaning 
inutilis, fructu carens, appealing to the Hebrew Pp). This meaning is in 
itself not untenable, but it becomes so in our passage by the contrast in 
ver. 2; for ver. 2 does not speak of the result or effect of the apostle’s 
preaching at Thessalonica, but of the character of that preaching itself. 
For the sake of this contrast, therefore, ov xevf is equivalent to dwar, 
dewn (Chrys.: obk avfpwxivy ovdé 4 rvyoica), and the meaning is: the 
apostle’s eicodoc, entrance, among the Thessalonians was not weak, power- 
less, but mighty and energetic. Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, and 
Bloomfield erroneously unite with this idea of od xevy the idea of the 
success of the apostle’s eicodoc, which is first spoken of in ii. 18 Ff. 

Ver. 2. Calvin makes ver. 2 still dependent on é7z of ver. 1; but with- 
out grammatical justification.—zxporabérrec] although we suffered before. 
xporacye in the N. T., an axaf 7eyouevov, denotes the sufferings previous 
to the time spoken of (comp. Thucyd. iii. 67; Herod. vii. 11). As, how- 
ever, the compound as well as the simple verb is a vox media, and so may 
denote the experience of something good (comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 2. 5), Paul 
fitly adds «ai iBpictéivrec, and were insolently treated (comp. Demosth. adv. 
Phil. iii., ed. Reisk, p. 126; Matt. xxii. 6; Acts xiv. 5), by which xpoma- 
Yévrec is converted in malam partem, and likewise the idea of rdacyew 
strengthened. [XLVIIIb.] (for the circumstance, see Acts xvi.)—xafa¢ 
oidare]} [XLVII1 c.] although airoi yap oidare had just preceded, is invol- 
untarily added by Paul, by reason of the lively feeling with which he 
places himself, in thought, in the time whereof he speaks.—érappyaia- 
ciueta] is not, with de Wette, to be referred to the bold preaching of 
the gospel, and to be translated: “we appeared with boldness,” but is to 
be rendered: “we had confidence.” rappnodfecha, indeed, primarily de- 
notes speaking with boldness (Eph. vi. 20), then, also, acting with boldness 
and confidence.—év 76 9e6 guav] in our God, by means of fellowship and~ 
union with Him, belongs to érappyodcayefa, and indicates wherein this 
confidence was founded—in what it had its ground.’ juév does not de- 
note: eundem ipsis, idolorum quondam cultoribus, deum esse ac ipsi 
(Pelt), but is the involuntary expression of the internal bond which unites 
the speakers with God, with their God; comp. Rom. i. 8; 1 Cor. i.4; Phil. 
i. 3, iv. 19; Philem. 4.—/a%joar] cannot be united with érappyovacdyeba in 
the sense of pera rappyciac éAadovpev (Koppe, Flatt, Pelt); nor is it the 
statement of design’; nor is it an epexegetical infinitive*®; but it is the 
statement of the object attached to érappyo.acdueba, as this gives to our 


II. p. 102: non frustra vos adii (ver. 1),sed... 
libere deo fretus doctrinam diy. tradidi, ut 


1Oecum.; 6a Tov évdvvapotvra Oedv TovTo 
Tmoijoar TEOappyKamev. 


2 Scott: summa dicendi libertate usi sumus, 
ut vobis traderemus doctrinam divinam laeta 
nuntiantem. : 

8Ambrosiaster: exerta libertate usi sumus 
in deo nostro, loquendo ad vos evangelium dei 
in magno certamine; Fritzsche, ad 2 Cor. diss. 


30 


vel magnis cum aerumnis conflictans evan- 
gelium apud vos docerem; de Wette: “so 


“that we preached the gospel to you amid 


much contention;” Koch; Ellicott: we were 
bold of speech in our God, so as to speak unto 
you the gospel of God in much conflict. 
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passage a dependent sense, and only introduces the infinitive clause, thus: 
we had the confidence to preach to you the gospel of God amid much contention. 
From this it follows that the chief stress is not to be laid on érappyotacdpeba 
(ver. 2); and thus the unbroken boldness of the apostle does not form the 
contrast to ob Kev) yéyovev, as de Wette thinks, but ov xevi yéyovev has its con- 
trast in Aadfoa rd eb. év TOAAG ayou. It is only thus that a real relation 
exists between the thought in vy. 1 and 2 (and also only thus a real rela- 
tion of ver. 3 to ver. 2; see below); for that the preaching of the apostle 
in Thessalonica was so powerful and energetic (od xevf), was by no means 
proved by the boldness of his preaching at: Thessalonica, though a bold- 
ness unbroken by the persecutions which he suffered elsewhere shortly 
before ; but rather this was something great, and demonstrated the power 
and energy of the apostle’s preaching, that he and his companions, 
though they had just undergone suffering and persecution at Philippi, 
nevertheless had the courage and confidence even in Thessalonica to ° 
preach the gospel amid sufferings and persecutions.—eiayyéhiov tod Seow] 

The genitive denotes not the object of the gospel, but its author ; comp. 

Rom. i. 1. Moreover, evayyéAcov rod Ocod is the usual form; and there- 

fore, although 6e precedes, ebayyéAvov aitod is not put.—éy ToAAG aydre] 

in much contention. dyév is to be understood neither of the cares and 

anxieties of the apostle (Fritzsche), nor of his diligence and zeal (Molden- 

hauer), but of external conflicts and dangers. 

Vv. 8, 4 explain what enables and obliges the apostle to preach the gos- 
pel in sufferings and trials. The objective and subjective truth of his 
preaching enables him, and the apostolic call with which God had en- 
trusted him obliges him. yép, ver. 8, accordingly does not refer to 7d 
evayyéuov tov Ovov (Moldenhauer, Flatt), nor to érappyovacdueda (Olshau- 
‘sen, de Wette, Koch), but to Aadjoa ev rodAO ayove—} yap wapakAyjor 
hav od &k wAdvng K.7.A.] se. éoriv, not Fv (Bloomfield), for Paul establishes 
(vv. 8, 4) the manner of his entrance in Thessalonica (as the present 
Aadovuev proves) by qualities which were habitual to him; and not until 
ver. 5 does he return to the special manifestation of those general quali- 
‘ties during his residence in Thessalonica.—apdxAnore ] denotes exhortation, 
address. The meaning of this word is modified according to the differ- 
‘ent circumstances of those to whom the address is directed. If the ad- 
‘dress is made to a sufferer or mourner, then it is naturally consolatory, 
and mapdkAnoie denotes comfort, consolation; but if it is directed to a 
moral or intellectual want, then zapdé«Ayore is to be translated exhortation, 
‘admonition. Now the first evangelical preaching naturally consists in 
exhortation and admonition—namely, ina demand to put away their 
sins, and to lay hold on the salvation offered by God through the mission 
of His Son (comp. 2 Cor. v. 20). Accordingly, rapdxAyowe might be used 
to denote the preaching of the gospel generally. So here, where to ad-. 
here to the meaning consolatio, with Zwingli, would be unsuitable. Yet 
it is erroneous to replace mapdkAnoie with didayh (Chrysostom, Oecume- 
nius, Theophylact, de Wette) or with didacxadia (Theodoret) ; for, aecord- 
ing 'to the above, more is contained in rapdé«Anoe than in these ideas. 


r 
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Pelt explains xapdxAyow erroneously by docendi ratio. But rapdxanocc, 
understood as an exhortative address, or as the preaching of the gospel, 
may be taken either in an objective or subjective meaning: in the first 
case, it denotes the contents or subject of the preaching; in the second 
case, the preaching itself. The latter meaning is to be preferred on ac- 
count of ver. 4—The zapéxAyore of the apostle and his assistants had its 
origin not éx xAdvy¢. x2avy, error, is used in a transitive and intransitive 
sense. In the former case it denotes deceitfulness (Matt. xxvii. 64) or 
seduction (Eph. iv. 14); in the latter, which is the more usual meaning, 
delusion. In both cases zAévy is the contrast of aagdea (1 John iv. 6): in 
the former case, of a%7%ea in a subjective sense, truthfulness; in. the 
latter, of aA#eeca in an objective sense, truth (thus in Rom. i. 27, where 
mAdvy refers to the idolatrous perversion of Monotheistic worship). Also, 
here zAdvy (on account of the succeeding év déAw) is best rendered not 
impostura (Erasmus, Calvin, Hemming, Estius, Beza, Turretin) or sedu- 
cendi studium (Vorstius, Grotius, Baumgarten-Crusius), but delusion. 
Accordingly the sense is: the apostle and his associates avoided not 
sufferings and trials in the preaching of the gospel, because their preach- . 
ing rested not on a fiction, a whim, a dream, a delusion,—consequently it 
had not such as these for its object and contents; but it is founded on 
reality,—that is to say, it has divine truth as its source.—oidé é& axafapoiac] 
a second reason different from the first, and heightening it. Paul turns 
from the objective side of the origin of his preaching to its subjective 
side,—that is, to the motive which lay at the foundation of the gospel 
preaching of himself and his assistants. This motive is not dxafapoia 
(see Tittmann, de synonym. in N. T. 1. p. 150 f.), uncleanness, i.e. impurity 
of sentiment, as would be the case were the apostle to preach the gospel 
from covetousness, vanity, or similar reasons.—oidé év déA] nor also (does 
it consist or realize itself) in guile or deceit (contrast to eiAukpivera, 2 Cor. 
ii. 17); anew emphasis, as it was something still worse, if not only an 
impure purpose lay at the foundation of a transaction, but also reprehen- 
sible means (e. g. xoAaxeia, ver. 5) were employed for the attainment of 
that purpose. 

Ver. 4. The contrast.—xaféc] not equivalent to because, quoniam (Flatt), 
but according as, or in conformity with this.—doxafew] denotes to prove, to 
try, then to esteem worthy, so that,it corresponds to the verb agwiv, 2 Thess. 
i. 11.\—dedoxiudopeba [XLVIII. d.] denotes, accordingly, not the divine act of 
the purification of the human character (Moldenhauer), but the being 
esteemed worthy on the part of God; not, however, asa reward of human 
merit, or a recognition of a disposition not taken up with earthly things 
(Chrysostom : ei w7 elde ravtog annAdaypévove BiortiKod, odK dv muac eidero; 
Theophylact: o« ay é£eAétaro, ei pp atiove éyivwoxe); also, not as an antici- 
pation that Paul and his associates would preach the gospel without pleas- 
ing men (Oecumenius: 6 OQcd¢ édoxivacev quae undév mpdc ddfav Aareiv avolpo- 
muv péAAovtac), but as a manifestation of the free and gracious counsel of 


1 Comp. Plut. Thes. 12: ' EA@ay odvs Oncevs Emi To dpiotov ovk eSoxipae Hpdlerv adrov, datts ein. 
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God (Theodoret, Grotius, Pelt, Ellicott). The chief idea, however, is not 
dedoxtudoueda (so Hofmann), but riorevijvac 1d ebayyéacov.—The passive 
form: ricrevdjvac td ebayyéduov, is according to the well-known Greek 
idiom, of using in the passive the nominative of the person, even in verbs 
which in the active govern the genitive or dative. Comp. Rom. iii. 2; 1 
Cor. ix. 17; Gal. ii. 7; Kithner, II. p. 84; Winer, p. 215 [E. T. 229].— 
otrwc] emphatically: even in this condition, even according to this rule. It 
does not refer to the following é¢ (Flatt), but to the preceding xaéc, and 
denotes that the gospel preaching of the apostle and his associates was in 
correspondence with the grace and obligation imparted to them.—ovy o¢ 
x.7.4.] explains and defines the whole preceding sentence: kala . . . obTw¢ 
Aadoiuev.—apéoxerv] is here, on account of the concluding words 44a r6 
Oe x.7.A., not to please, to find approbation, but to seek to please. For, in 
reference to God, the apostle, according to his whole religious views and 
habits of thought, could only predicate of himself an endeavor to please, 
but not the actual fact that he pleased Him. It would, however, be erron- 
eous to put this meaning into the verb itself ;' it arises only when the 
present or imperfect is employed, because these tenses may be used de 
conatu2—dc] may either be—(1) a pure particle of comparison: not as 
men-pleasers, but as such who seek to please God; or (2) may mark the 
condition : not as such who, ete.; or lastly, (8) may emphasize the per- 
versity which would exist, if the apostle was accused of avfpézore apéckew : 
not as if we sought to please men. In the two first cases é¢ extends over 
the second member of the sentence: a424 76 Oe «.7.A., in the last only 
over avOpdroe apéoxovrec. The second meaning is to be preferred, as 
according to it oby o¢ «.7.A. corresponds best to the qualifying words 
expressive of the apostle’s mode of preaching (ver. 8).—r6 doxiudfovre rae 
xapdiac huav] who proves, searches our hearts. judv refers to the speaker. 
To understand it generally, with Koppe, Pelt, Koch, and Bioomfield, is 
indeed possible, but not to be commended, as the general form 76 doxiud- 
Covre rac xapdiac, without the addition of uo», would be expected. Comp. 
Rom. viii. 27; Rev. ii. 28; Ps. vii. 10, Moreover, Paul speaks neither 
here nor in ver. 7 ff. of himself only, as de Wette. thinks “very probable ” 
in vv. 3, 4, but “certain” in ver. 7, but includes his associates mentioned 
ini.1. Ifthe apostle spoke only of himself, he would not have put ra¢ 
kapdiag judy (ver. 4) and rac éavrdv wuydc (ver. 8), but would have written 
both times the singular, 1) kapdiavy judv and rv puyhy judr. 

Ver. 5. Proof of the habitual character of the gospel preaching by an > 
appeal to the character which it specially had in Thessalonica.—yép] refers 
to obx d¢ avOpdrowe apécxovtes AAAG TH O8G.—étyev#Onuev év] we proved our- 
selves in, or we appeared as of such a character. The passive form éyev6- 
nev (see on i. 5) denotes here also that the mode of appearance mentioned 
lay in the plan of God, was something appointed by Him.—xoAakeia] comp. 


150 Wieseler on Gal. i. 10, who, however, ex- 2See Pflugk, ad Eur. Hel. V. 1085; Stallb. 
plains it not “to seek to please,” but “to live ad Plat. Gorg. p. 185, and ad Protag. p. 46; 
to please ;” andafter him, Hofmannand Moéh- Kuhner, II. p. 67. 
ler in the 3d ed. of de Wette’s Commentary. 
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Theophrast. charact. c.2: Tiv d& Kodaxeiay trordBor dv tic dutAiav aio xypav 
elvat, ouugépovoav dé TH kodaxevovte. The word is not again found in the 
N.T.  é Aéyw xoAaxeiacg cannot denote in a rumor (report) of flattery, accord- 
ing to which the sense would be: for never has one blamed us of flattery 
(so Heinsius, Hammond, Clericus, Michaelis). Against this is the con- 
text, for the point here is not what others said of the apostle’s conduct, but 
what it was in reality. Also it is inadmissible to take év Adyw KoAaxeiac, 
according to the analogy of the Hebrew 137 with the following substan- 
tive, as a circumlocution for é& xodaxeig (so Pelt, who, however, when he 
renders the clause: in assentfationis crimen incurri, involuntarily falls into 
the afore-mentioned explanation). For—(1) the Hebrew use of 127 is 
foreign to the N. T.; (2) itis overlooked that Adyoc xoAaxeiac finds in the 
context its full import and reference, inasmuch as the apostle, in com- 
plete conformity to the contents of the preceding verses (comp. AaAjoaz, 
ver. 2; mapaxdAjow, ver. 3; Aadovuev, ver. 4), in the beginning of ver. 5 still 
speaks of a quality of his discourse, and only in ver. 6 passes to describe 
his conduct in Thessalonica in general. Accordingly, the apostle denies 
that he appeared in Thessalonica with a mode of speech whose nature or 
contenis was flattery (Schott falsely takes xoAaxeiac as the genitive of origin), 
or that he showed himself infected with it. In Thessalonica, for this limi- 
tation of ob . . . xoré is demanded by the accessory appeal to the actual 
knowledge of the readers—xafi¢ oidare, us ye know.—obre év rpopacer tieo- 
vekiac] sc. éyertinuev. mpddacic, from mpogaivw (not from. mpdgnur), denotes 
that which one puts on for appearance, and with the definite design to 
color or to cloak something else. It therefore denotes pretext, the out- 
ward show, and has its contrast (comp. Phil. 1.18) in 4A#@ea.!| The mean- 
ing accordingly is: we appeared not in a pretext for covetousness, 7. e. our 
gospel preaching was not of this nature, that it was only a pretext or 
cloak to conceal our proper design, namely, covetousness. Without 
linguistic reason, and against the context, Heinsius and Hammond 
understand xpég¢acw as accusatio; Pelt, weakening the idea, and not 
exhausting the fundamental import of zpdégacw (see below), nunquam 
ostendi avaritiam; Wolf also unsatisfactorily considers zpégaow as equiv- 
alent to species; similarly Ewald, “even in an appearance of covetous- 
ness;” for the emphatic even (by which that interpretation is at all 
suitable, and by means of which there would be a-reference to a supple- 
mentary clause, “to say nothing of its being really covetousness”’) 1s 
interpolated, and the question at issue is not whether Paul and his associ- 
ates avoided the appearance of tieovegia, but whether they actually kept 
themselves at a distance from weovegia. Lastly, erroneously Clericus (so 
also the Vulg.): in occasione avaritiae, ita ut velit apostolus se nullam 
unquam occasionem praebuisse, ob quam posset insimulari avaritiae.—Oed¢ 
pdptuc] comp. Rom.i.9; Phil. i.8. Paul having just now appealed to the 
testimony of his readers that he was removed from xo/axeia, now takes 
God for witness that the motive of his behavior was not sAcoveégia. 


1See proofs in Raphel, Polyb. p. 354. 
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Naturally and rightly; for man can only judge of the character of an 
action when externally manifested, but God only knows the internal 
motives of acting. 

Ver. 6. Nor have the apostle and his associates had to do in the publi- 
cation of the gospel with ezternal honor and distinction. Comp. John v. 
41, 44.—tyrowvrec] sc. éyevifnuev.—és avOpdrev] emphatic.'—According to 
Schott and Bloomfield, the preposition é« refers to the direct and a7é to 
the indirect origin,—a distinction in our passage impossible, as é& av6pd- 
nov is the general expression which is by oire . . . obre divided into sub- 
ordinate members, or specialized. See Winer, p. 383 [E. T. 411].2~—A new 
sentence is not to be begun with dvvduevor, so that either, with Flatt, jyev 
would have to be supplied; or, with Calvin, Koppe, and others, dovayevor 
«.7.4. would have to be considered as the protasis, and GAA’ éyev#fyyuev (ver. 
7) as the apodosis belonging to it; or, with Hofmann, 442’ éyeviinuev fre 
év péoy duev as an exclamatory interruption of the discourse in its pro- 
gress, distinctions chiefly occasioned by the misunderstanding of év Bapez. 
But duvduevor is subordinate to Cyrobvrec (sc. éyev#fquev) and limits it, on 
account of which it is inappropriate to enclose dvvayevor . . . axéatodot, 
with Sch6éttgen and Griesbach, in a parenthesis. The meaning is: Also 
in our entrance to you our motive was not in anywise to be honored or 
distinguished by men, although we certainly might have demanded external 
honor. Theodoret, Musculus, Camerarius, Estius, Beza, Grotius, Calixtus, 
Calovius, Clericus, Turretin, Whitby, Baumgarten, Koppe, Flatt, Ewald, 
Hofmann, and others take év Bape eivac in the sense of being burdensome 
(sc. by a demand of maintenance from the church), and thus equivalent 
to ér:Bapeiv (ver. 9; 2 Thess. ili. 8; and xaraBapeiv, 2 Cor. xii. 16; comp. 
aBapy éuavtov érppyoa, 2 Cor. xi. 9); but this is an arbitrary assumption 
from ver. 9—arbitrary, because (yrovvtes défav and év Badpec elvac must 
correspond; but in the first half of ver. 6 Paul’s custom of not suffering 
himself to be supported by the church, but gaining his maintenance by 

‘working with his own hands, is not indicated by a single syllable. On 
account of this correspondence of év Bape with défav, the explanation of 
Lipsius (Stud wu. Krit. 1854, 4, p. 912) is wholly untenable: “As the 
apostles of Christ we did not at all need glory among men, but were 
rather in a position to endure trouble and burden,—that is, to endure 
with equanimity persecutions and trials of all kinds which men inflict 
upon us,” not to mention that the idea of “not at all needing,” and the 
emphatic “rather,” are first arbitrarily interpolated. Heinsius, after the 
example of Piscator (who, however, wavers), understands é Bépec elvar of 
severitas apostolica: Se igitur, év Bdper eivac duvduevov, quum severitatem 
exercere apostolicam posset, lenem fuisse, eo fere modo, quo év paéBdw 


1Oecumenius: Kadrds 88 é€ avOpirwy" thy 
yap éx @eod (sc. S6fay) kai égjrovv kai éAduBavoy. 
*Tf a distinction between the two preposi- 
tions is to be assumed, we can only say, with 
Bouman (Charact. theolog. I. p. 78): “dota éf 
avOpérwv universe est dvOpwmrivy, quae hu- 


manam originem habet, ex hominibus exsistit : 
Soéa ad’ dav, quae singulatim a vobis, vestro 
ab ore manat ac proficiscitur;” or, with Alford, 
“ex belongs to the abstract ground of the 
S6fa, a6 to the concrete object, from which it 
was in each case to accrue.” 
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éMeiv wai év aydrp wvebuari te xpadtytoc, 1 Cor. iv. 21, opponit. But thus 
év Baper and jjxwx will be erroneously opposed to each other. (See on 
ver. 7.) dpoc, heaviness, weight, occurs even among classical writers, as 
the Latin gravitas, in the sense of distinction, dignity (see Wesseling, ad 
Diodor, Sicul. lV. 61). & Bdapex elvac [XLVIII e.] accordingly means to be 
of weight, to be of importance, i. e. to be deserving of outward honor and 
distinction.'—Paul annexes the justification of such an év Bape ewae by 
the words é¢ Xpicrot axdoroAx] i.e. not sicut apostoli alii faciunt (1 Cor. 
ix. 6; Grotius), but in virtue of our character as the apostles of Christ. 
aréoroo is, however, to be used in its wider sense, as Paul not only 
speaks of himself, but also of Silvanus and Timotheus, as in Acts xiv. 14. 

Ver. 7. Paul begins in this verse the positive description of his appear- 
ance and conduct in Thessalonica.—ad” éyevffnuev qric] LXLVIILf.] a 
contrast not to dvvduevor év Baper civac (Heinsius, Turretin, and others), 
but to the principal idea of ver.6. The apostle’s conduct is not that of 
one défav é& avfporuv Cy7av, but of one who was 7c; God had made 
him show himself (Zyev7fjnev) not as master, but as servant. Oecumenius : 
Og eg 8& buoy éyeviyuev.—ijxwoc| mild, kindly, is used of an amiable dispo- 
sition or conduct of a higher toward a lower, 7. e. of a prince to his subjects, 
of a judge to the accused, of a father to his children.2—év péow dudr] in 
your midst, 7. é.in intercourse with you. Erroneously Calovius, it denotes : 
erga omnes pariter. Non erga hos blandi, erga illos morosi. There is, 
however, no emphasis on ivav; the apostle does not indicate that he 
behaved otherwise in other places.—A colon is to be put after é péow 
ipov, so that dc .. . ottwe are connected as protasis and apodosis, and 
des¢ribe the intensity of Paul’s love to the Thessalonians; whilst in éyevf- 
“Onuev . . . tuev this love only in and for itself, or according to its general 
nature, was stated as a feature of the apostle’s behavior. [XLVIII g.] 
—rpodée] a nurse (121°) here, as is evident from ra éavry¢ téxva, the 
suckling mother herself. Under the image of a mother Paul represents 
himself also, in Gal. iv. 19, as elsewhere, under the image of a father; see 
ver. 11; 1 Cor. iv. 15; Philem. 10.—dArew] originally to warm, of birds 
which cover and warm their young with their feathers: (see Deut. xxii. 
6); consequently an image of protecting love and anxious care generally, 
our cherishing; see Eph. v.29. 

Ver 8. ‘Oueipecfa:] occurs, besides LXX. Job iii. 21, and Symmachus, 
Ps. Ixii. 2 (yet even in these two places mss. differ), only in the glossaries. 
Hesychius, Phavorinus, and Photius explain it by éruyew. Theophy- 
lact derives it from dyod and eipew; and corresponding to this, Photius 
explains it by duot ypydoa. Accordingly, duerpduevor tuov would denote 
bound with you, attached to you. Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 792 f., Schott, 
and others agree. But this is questionable—(1) Because the verb is here 
construed with the genitive, and not with the dative; (2) because there is 


1Thus Chrysostom, Oecumenius and Theo- Wette, Koch, Bisping, Alford, Ellicott, Auber- 
phylact (both, however, undecidedly), Am- len, and others, 


brosiaster, Erasmus, Calvin, Hunnius, Wolf, 2Comp. Hom. Od. ii. 47; Herodian, ii. 4, 


Moldenhauer, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, de mt.; Pausan. Eliuc, ii. 18. 
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no instance of a similar verb compounded with dod or dudég; see Winer, 
p. 95 f. [E. T. 101]. Now, as in Nicander (Theriaca, ver. 402) the simple 
form peipeoda occurs in the sense of iveipeodas, it can hardly be doubted 
that yeipecda is the original root to which ipeipeoda: and éueipeoda (hay- 
ing the same meaning) are related, having a syllable prefixed for euphony. 
Compare the analogous forms of «é420 and oxéAdw, dipouar and odipopar, 
giéo and o¢déo, abv and iaiw, and see Kihner, I. p. 27. Accordingly, as 
ineipeodar twdc denotes primarily the yearning love, the yearning desire 
for union with an absent friend, and secondarily is, according to the testi- 
mony of Hesychius, synonymous with épav, duecpduevoe iuov receives here 
the suitable meaning of filled with love to you. Beza unnecessarily, and 
against the context (because the word is a verbum épwrixév), supplies: 
videlicet vos ad Christum tanquam sponsam ad sponsum adducendi.— 
obrwc] belongs not to duerpduevoc (Schrader), but to eddoxovev; thus it is 
not intensifying: so much, but a simple particle of comparison: thus, in 
this manner.—eidoxovuev] not present, but imperfect with the augment 
omitted. See Winer, p. 69 [E. T. 71]. «idoxev, to esteem good, here, to be 
willing, denotes that what took place was from a free determination of 
will. Thus it is used both of the eternal, gracious, and free counsels of 
God (Col. i. 19; Gal. i. 15; 1 Cor. i. 21), and of the free determination of 
men (Rom. xv. 26; 2 Cor.-v. 8).—ra¢ éavrév poyac] not a Hebraism in the 
sense of nosmet ipsos (Koppe, Flatt), but our lives (Hom. Od. iii. 74; 
Aristoph. Plut. 524); the plural woya¢ proves that Paul thinks not of him- 
self only, but also of Silvanus and Timotheus.—On éavrév, comp. Bern- 
hardy, Syntax, p. 272; Winer, p. 142 [E. T. 150]. However, the verb 
petadovvac does not strictly apply to ra¢ éavrev yuyac, as the idea of imparting 
is here transformed into that of offering up, devoting. (Erroneously Bengel : 
anima nostra cupiebat quasi immeare in animam yestram. Hofmann: 
In the word preached, which, Paul and his companions imparted to the 
Thessalonians even to the exhaustion of their vital power, this as it were 
passed over to them, just as the vital power of the mother passes over to 
the child, whom she is not content with nourishing generally, but, from 
the longings of love to it, desires to nourish it by suckling.) From the 
compound verb eradovvac the idea of the simple verb doiva: is accord- 
ingly to be extracted (a zeugma; see Kiihner, II. 606)—The thought 
contained in é¢ . . . obrwe is accordingly : As a mother not only nourishes 
her new-born child with her milk, but also cherishes and shelters it, yea, 
is ready to sacrifice her life for its preservation, so has the apostle not 
merely nourished his spiritual child, the Thessalonian church, with the 
milk of the gospel, but has been also ready, in order to preserve it in the 
newly begun life, to sacrifice his own life—The inducement to such a con- 
duct was love, which the apostle, although he had already mentioned it, 
again definitely states in the words dére dyaryrol iuiv éyev#Onre, because ye 
were dear and valuable to us. 

Ver. 9. Tép [XLVIII h.] refers not to duvdyevor év Béper elvar, ver. 6 (Flatt), 
but either to éyevfOnuev qv (ver. 7), or to ebdoxodpev Heradovvat, or, finally, 
to ayaryrot juiv éyeviOnre (ver. 8). For the first reference (éyevfOnuev qrcot), ib 
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may be argued that éyev#@nuev jrcoe is the chief idea, the theme as it were, 
of vv.7 and 8; but against this is, that the same thought which was 
expressed in éyevPnuev frie is repeated and more definitely developed in 
in a much more vivid and special manner by means of the parallel 
sentence, attached without a copula, and thus complete. In such a 
ease a causal conjunction following refers rather to the more vivid and 
concrete expression than to the more general and abstract. Accordingly, 
we are referred to the connection with eidoxoiyev wetadovvar.- Neither can 
this, however, be the correct connection; for then must ver. 9 have 
proved the readiness of the apostle when at Thessalonica to sacrifice his 
own life for the Thessalonians, as is expressed in ver. 8. But this is not 
the case, for in ver. 9 Paul speaks indeed of his self-sacrificing love, but 
not of the danger of his life which arose from it. Also Auberlen, who 
recently has maintained a reference to eidoxoipev petadovva, can only 
support this meaning, that Paul has adduced his manual labor mentioned 
in ver. 9 as a “risking of his health and life.” In the same manner; 
Ellicott: “the Apostle and his followers practically gave up their 
existence to these converts, when they spent night and day in toil rather 
than be a burden to any of them.” But how forced is this idea of the 
context, and how arbitrarily is the idea of the sacrifice of life, supposed to 
be expressed therein, contorted and softened down! It is best, therefore, 
to unite yép with dre ayaryrot quiv éyevffyre, a union which, besides, is 
recommended by the direct proximity of the words.—prnpovetere] as yap 
proves, is indicative, not imperative.—xéroc and péyboc] labor and pains : 
placed together also in 2 Thess. iii. 8 and 2 Cor. xi. 27. Musculus: 
Significat se haud leviter et obiter, sed ad fatigationem usque incubuisse 
laboribus. Arbitrarily separating and mixing the gradation, Balduin 
interprets xéroc “de spirtuali labore, qui consistebat in praedicatione 
evangelii;” and péy4oc “de manuario labore scenopegiae.”—vv«rd¢ Kat 
juépac] a concrete and proverbial circumlocution of the abstract 
adiareixtwc. But vvxréc, as usual (Acts ix. 24 is an exception), is placed 
first, because the Jews (as also the Athenians, see Plin. Nat. Hist. ii. 79; 
Funke, Real-Schuller. I. p. 132) reckoned the civil day from sunset to 
sunset (see Winer’s bibl. Realworterb. 2d ed. vol. II. p. 650). Pelagius, 
Faber Stapulensis, Hemming, Balduin, and Aretius arbitrarily limit 
vuxréc to épyatduevor, and juépac to éxnpbEayev.—ipydfecba] (comp. 1 Cor. 
ix.6; 2 Thess. iii. 10,12; Acts xviii. 13) the usual word also among the 
classics (comp. Xen. Mem. i. 2. 57) to denote working for wages, especially 
manual labor or working by means of a trade (therefore the addition rai¢ 
xepoi, 1 Cor. iv.12; Eph. iv. 28). Paul means his working as a tent-cloth 
maker, Acts xviii. 3—rpd¢ 76 py éxiBapqoai twa ipov] in order not to be 
burdensome to any, sc. by a demand of maintenance. Incorrectly, Chry- 
sostom, Theophylact, Pelt, and others infer from this that the converted 
Thessalonians were poor. Evidently this unselfish conduct of the apostle 
had its ultimate reason in an endeavor that there should be no hindrance 
on his part to the diffusion of the gospel—eic tuac] represents the readers 
as the local objects of kyptocew; comp. Mark xiii. 10; Luke xxiv. 47. 


i 
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Therefore, according to the general sense, it is true that ei¢ dude and dpiv 
do not differ, but the mode of looking at it is somewhat different. See 
Winer, p. 200 [E. T. 212]. 

Ver. 10. This verse is designed to represent in a summary manner the 
conduct of the apostle among the Thessalonians, which was hitherto only 
represented by special features; but as thereby not merely what was 
patent to external observation, that is, the visible action on which man 
can pronounce a judgment, but likewise the internal disposition, which is 
the source of that action, was to be emphasized; so Paul naturally 
appeals for the truth of his assertion not only to his readers, but to God. 
The apostle, however, proceeds without a particle of transition, on account 
of the warmth of emotion with which he speaks.— dc] how very.—éciw¢ 
kat dixaiwc] (comp. Eph. iv. 24; Luke i. 75; Wisd. ix. 3, éocérn¢ and 
ducacooivn) is put entirely in accordance with classical usage; the first 
denotes dutiful conduct toward God, and the latter toward our neighbor.— 
duéurtwc| unblameably. Turretin, Bengel, Moldenhauer interpret this of 
dutiful conduct toward oneself, evidently from the desire of a logical division 
of love, in order to obtain a sharply marked threefold division of the idea. 
Flacius refers it to the reliqui mores besides justitia, that is, to castitas, 
sobrietas, and moderatio in omnibus ; but this is without any reason. It is 
the general negative designation, comprehending the two preceding more 
special and positive expressions, thus to be understood of a dutiful con- . 
duct toward God and man. Too narrowly Olshausen: that it is the 
negative expression of the positive dicaiwe.—ipiv roig ristebovow] belongs 
. not only to auéurroc, but to the whole sentence: d¢ dciw¢ Kat dix. Kal ay. 
éyevf. It is not dat. commodi ;* “ to your, the believers’, behoof;” so that 
it would be identical with dv’ tude tobe miorebovrac. Nor does it mean 
toward you believers (de Wette: “This, his conduct, had believers for its 
object with whom he came into contact ;” Hofmann, Auberlen), for (1) 
doiwe does not suit this meaning; (2) as tui roi¢ ricretovow is not Without 
emphasis, the unsuitable contrast would arise, that in reference to others 
the apostle did not esteem the upright conduct necessary. For, with 
Hammond, to apply ipiv roi¢ riorebovow, in contrast to the time when 
those addressed had not yet been brought to the faith, is grammatically 
impossible, as then the participle of the aorist without the article must be 
used ; (3) éyer#$yuev does not obtain its due force, as the passive form 
cannot denote pure self-activity. [XLVIII 4.]. tuiv roic moretovow is, as 
already Oecumenius and Theophylact (and recently Alford) explain it, 
the dative of opinion or judgment (see Winer, p. 199 [E. T. 212]; Butt- 
mann Gramm., des neutest. Sprachgebrauchs, p. 176 [E. T. 179]; Bern- 
hardy, Syntax, p. 83): for you, believers, so that this was the character, the _ 
light in which we appeared to you. Thus an appropriate limitation arises 
by this addition. For the hostility raised against the apostle, and his 


1Comp. Plat. Gorg. p. 507: Kai phy mept mev “So also the Reviewer of the first edition in 
avOpimous TA mpoonkovta mpdtrwy Sika’ av the Darmstadt Literat-Bl. zur Darmst. Allg. 
mpérror, mept 58 Oeods dora; Polyb. xxxiii. 10. | Kirchenzeit. 1851, No. 131, p. 1051 (Wilib. 
8; Schol. ad Eurip, Hec. 788. Grimm [?]) and Ellicott. 
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expulsion from Thessalonica, clearly showed how far from being general 
was the recognition that God had enabled the apostle to behave dolwc Kat 
dicaiwg Kat auéurtwc. Moreover, &¢ dcia¢ x.7.A. éyev. 18 not equivalent to é¢ 
bow «.7.A. éyev. (Schott). The adverbs bring Peet forward the 
mode and manner, the. condition of yevybyva 

Vv. 11, 12 are not a mere further digression into particulars, which we 
can saineky assume after the general concluding words in ver. 10, with- 
out blaming the author, notwithstanding the freedom of epistolary 
composition, of great logical arbitrariness and looseness, but are a proof 
of the general concluding sentence ver. 10, ex analogia. As in all that has 
hitherto been said the twofold reference to the &postle and his two 
associates on the one hand, and to the readers on the other, has 
predominated, so is this also the case in vy. 10-12. The circumstance 
that he has anxiously and earnestly exhorted his readers to a similar 
conduct in dodérne, dixawcivy, and auenpia, is asserted by the apostle as a 
proof that he himself behaved in the most perfect manner (dc) among the 
Thessalonians dciwg xai dixaiwe xat auéuntwoc. For if any one be truly 
desirous that others walk virtuously, this presupposes the endeavor after 
virtue in himself. It is thus erroneous when de Wette and Koch, p. 172, 
think that the apostle in ver. 10 speaks of his conduct generally, and in 
vy. 11, 12 of his ministerial conduct particularly. In vv. 11, 12 Paul does not 
speak wholly of his ministerial conduct, for the participles tapaxadovvrec, 
rapauv0oiuevor, and waprvpduevoe are not to be taken independently, but 
receive their full sense only in union with ¢él¢ 1d mepirarel k.r.A., 
so that the chief stress in the sentence rests on ei¢ 7d «.7.2., and the 
accumulation of participles serves only to bring vividly forward the 
earnestness and urgency of the apostle’s exhortation to rep:rareiv. Entirely 
erroneous, therefore, is Pelt’s idea of the connection: Redit P.ad amorem, 
quo eos amplectatur, iterum profitendum; for the attestation of love, in 
the conduct described in vv. 11, 12, is only expressed by the addition: a¢ 
nathp téxva éavrov, and is thus only subsidiary to the main thought.— 
xabarep] as then, denotes the conformity of what follows to what precedes. 
As regards the construction : oidare a¢ «.7.2., we miss a finite tense. Koppe 
considers that the participles are put instead of the finite tenses, o¢ 
mapexatécauev kai rapewvinodueba Kai évaprypyodpyeba, an assertion which we 
can in the present day the less accept, as it is of itself self-evident that 
the participles of the present must have another meaning than that which 
could have been expressed by the finite forms of the aorist, i.e. of the 
purely historical tense. Others, objecting to the two accusatives, éva 
éxacrov and tuac, have united tuac with the participle, and suggested a 


1See Winer, p. 434 [E. T. 465:] Bernhardy, 
Syntasx, p. 337 ff. 

2 Certainly otherwise Schrader, who regards 
xabdrep otdare as “a mere parenthesis which 
refers to what goes before and what follows,” 
so that then as mapaxahovvTes kal Tapam. Kat 
wapr., yy. 11, 12, would be only parallel to as 


baiws Kat dix. Kal duéurr., ver.10. So recently 
also Auberlen. But this construction is 
impossible, because ca0dmep oiSare is not a | 
complete repetition of the preceding tmets — 
paptupes Kai 6 @eds, but only of its first part 
(duets wdprvpes), and thus can in no wise be 
considered as a meaningless addition. 
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Jinite tense to éva éxaorov, which, at the beginning of the period, must have 
been in Paul’s mind, but which he forgot to add when dictating to his 
amanuensis. Vatablus, Er. Schmid, Ostermann would supply to éva 
ixactov, pyarhoauev; Whitby, égAgoaner, or qyanjoauer, or é6a%payer, from 
ver. 7; Pelt, oby d¢fxayev (2); Schott, a verb containing the “notio curandi 
sive tractandi sive educandi.’”’! But (1) the two accusatives do not at all 
justify supplying a special verb to éva éxacrov, as not only among the 
classics is the twofold use of personal determinations not rare (see 
Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 275), but also in Paul’s Epistles there are similar 
repetitions of the personal object (comp. Col. ii. 18; Eph. ii. 1, 5). (2) To 
supply #yarfoavev, or a similar idea, is in contradiction with the design 
and contents of vv. 11, 12, as the chief point in these verses is to be sought 
in the recollection of the impressive exhortations addressed to the Thess- 
alonians to aim at a conduct similar to that of the apostle. Not only the 
simplest, but the only correct method, is, with Musculus, Wolf, Turretin, 
Bengel, Alford, and Hofmann, to supply éyev#$nuev, which has just pre- 
ceded ver. 10, to é¢... mapaxadodvres x.7.A. And just because éyevfOnuev 
precedes, the supplying of juev, which Beza, Grotius, Flatt, and others 
assume, and which otherwise would be the most natural word, is to be 
rejected. Accordingly, there is no anacoluthon in vv. 11, 12, but éyev7- 
Onuev to be supplied in thought is designedly suppressed by the apostle in 
order to put the greater emphasis on the verbal ideas, tapaxa2eiv, rapapv- 
Geiobar, and uapripecba. The circumlocutionary form, éyevfOnuev mapa. x.7.A., 
has this in common with the form juev rapak. x.7.2., that it denotes duration 
in the past, but it is distinguished from it by this, that it does not refer 
the action of the verb simply as something actually done, and which has 
had duration in the past; but this action, enduring in the past (and 
effected by God), is described in its process of completion, i.e. in the 
phase of its self-development.—éva éxaotov budv o¢ ratip Téxva éavtov] The 
thought, according to Flatt, consists in this: the apostle has exhorted 
and charged, “ with a view to the special wants of each, just as a father 
gives heed to the individual wants of his children.” But a éxacrov byov 
denotes only the carefulness of the exhortation which is addressed to each 
individual without distinction (of rank, endowment, Chrysostom: Bafa? év 
Tosobry mAHGeL undéva naparireiv, ui) wixpdr, fui) wéyav, uw) THoboLov, wh Tévyta), and 
the addition é¢ marijp réxva éavrod denotes only paternal love (in contrast 
to the severity of a taskmaster) as the disposition from which the exhorta- 
tions proceeded. But in a fitting manner Paul changes the image 
formerly used of a mother and her children into that of a father and his 
children, because in the context the point insisted on is not so much that 
of tender love, which finds its satisfaction in itself, as that of educating love ; 
for the apostle, by his exhortation, would educate the Thessalonians for 
the heavenly kindom. That the apostle resided a long time in Thes- 
salonica (Calovius) does not follow from éva éxactov.—rapaxareiv | to exhort 
by direct address. Erroneously Chrysostom, Theophylact: mpc 7d gépew 


} Erasmus completes the clause: complexi a“ balbuties apostolicae charitatis, quae se 
fuerimus, and finds in the double accusatives  yerbis humanis seu temulenta non explicat.” 
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ravra.—iuac] resumes fva éxactov iuov; but. whilst that emphatically 
precedes, this is placed after tapaxadoivrec, because here the verb tapax. has 
the emphasis (comp. Col. ii. 13). Paul adds dude, which certainly might be 
omitted, not so much from carelessness or from inadvertence, but for the 
sake of perspicuity, in order to express the personal object belonging to 
the participles in immediate connection with them.—Also apauvbeioba 
does not mean here to comfort (Wolf, Schott, and others), but to address, 
to exhort, to encourage ; yet not to encourage to stedfastness, to exhort to 
moral courage (Oecumenius, Theophylact, de Wette), for the object of 
mapauvdoiuevoe does not follow until ver. 12. 2 

Ver. 12. Maprépeo#ac] (comp. Eph. iv. 17) in the sense of Szawapripecba: (1 » 
Tim. y. 21; 2 Tim. ii. 14, iv. 1), earnestly conjuring ; comp. also Thucyd. vi. 
80; dedusda dé kai waptupéueSa dua, and Vili. 53: paptupopévov kai exvdecaldvtav 
pay Karayecv, Which later passage is peculiarly interesting on this account, 
because there (as in our verse, see critical notes) most mss. read the mean- 
ingless uwaprupovuévor. aprvpéuevoc strengthens the two former participles. 
tig TO Tepexatew wtuacx.7.A2.] contains not the design (de Wette, Koch, Elli- 
cott), also not the design and effect of the exhortation (Schott), but is the 
object to all three preceding participles. The meaning is: Calling on you, 
and exhorting, and adjuring you to a walk worthy of God, i.e. to make 
such a walk yours. But Christians walk a&io¢ tov Oecd (comp. Col. i. 10; 
Eph. iv. 1; Rom. xvi. 2; Phil. i. 27; 3 John 6), when they actually prove 
by their conduct and behavior that they are mindful of those blessings, 
which the grace of God has vouchsafed to them, and of the undisturbed 
blessedness which He promises them in the future.—rod xadoivroc] The 
present occurs, because the call already indeed made to the Thessalonians 
is uninterruptedly continued, until the completion succeeds to the call and 
invitation, namely, at Christ’s return. The meaning of Hofmann is wide 
of the mark : that by the present, the call is indicated as such that would 
become wholly in vain for those who walk unworthily.—Saoweiav kai 
ééfav] not an év did dvoiv; to the kingdom of His glory, or to the glory of 
His kingdom (Turretin, Benson, Bolten, Koppe, Olsh. et al.). Both sub- 
stantives have the same rank and the same emphasis. Baumgarten- 
Crusius erroneously distinguishes Baovisia and dégéa as the earthly and 
heavenly kingdom of God. Further, 66a is not the glory of the Messianic 
kingdom, which is specially brought forward after the general Baovdeiav (de 
Wette); but God calls the readers to participate in His kingdom (i.e. the 
Messianic) and in His (God’s) glory, for Christians are destined to enter 
upon the joint possession of the défa which God Himself has; comp. Rom. 
yi 2: Eph. iii. 19. 

Ver.13. [On vv. 13-16, see Note XLIX. pages 493, 494.] Paulin ver. 13 passes 
from the earnest and self-sacrificing publication of the gospel to the earnest 
and self-sacrificing reception of the gospel. Erroneously Baumgarten- 
Crusius: Paul, having taught in what manner he has been among the 
Thessalonians, shows in vy. 13-16 what he has given to them, namely, a 
divine thing —Kai 61a rovro] And even on this account. Kai, being placed 
first, connects the more closely what follows with what precedes. Comp. 
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2 Thess. ii. 11.—é:8 rovr0] not: “quoniam tam felici successu apud vos 
evangelium praedicavimus” (Pelt, Bloomfield): for (1) from ver. 1 and 
onwards the subject spoken of is not the success or effect, but only the char- 
acter of the apostle’s preaching ; (2) the intolerable tautology would arise, 
as we have preached to you the gospel with such happy success, so we 
thank God for the happy success of our ministry; (3) lastly, if Paul wished 
to indicate a reference of ver. 13 to the whole preceding description, he 
would perhaps have written dca ravra, though certainly 6d roiro might be. 
justified, as vv. 1-12 may be taken together as one idea. According to 
Schott, dca rovro refers back to sig 76 weperareiv:; “Quum haec opera in 
animis vestris ad vitam divina invitatione dignam impellendis minime 
frustra fuerit collocata, quam vos ejusmodi vitam exhibueritis, ego vicissim 
cum sociis deo gratias ago assiduas, ér: ff.” But still a tautology remains, 
which Schott himself appears to have felt, since he takes xa? juei¢ in sharp 
contrast to iwac, ver. 12; besides, the ground of this explanation gives 
way, inasmuch as ¢ic¢ rd teprtarety can only denote the object, but in no way 
the result of the exhortations. Also de Wette refers did roiro to ei¢ 7d 
nepitareiv, but explains it thus: Therefore, because it was so important 
an object for us (so already Flatt, but who unites what is incapable of 
being united) to exhort you to a worthy walk. But there is in the pre- 
ceding no mention of the importance of the object of the apostle’s exhor- 
tations. Accordingly there remains for dia tovro only two connections of 
thought possible, namely, either to refer to the earnestness and zeal 
described in vy. 11, 12, with which the exhortations of the apostle were 
enforced. Then'the thought would be: because we have so much applied 
ourselves to exhort you to walk worthy (Flatt, Ellicott), so we thank God 
for the blessed result of our endeavors. Or dca rowro may be referred to the 
concluding words of ver. 12: rot xadovvrog tuac cic THv éavtod BaciAsiav xat 
défav, so that the meaning is: Because God calls you to such a glorious 
goal, so we thank God continually that you have understood this call of 
God which has come to you, and that you have obeyed it. Evidently this 
last reference, which is found in Zanchius, Balduin, and Olshausen, is to 
be preferred'as the nearest and simplest. So recently also Alford and 
Auberlen.—«ai jueic] to be taken together, we also. For not only Pauland 
his companions, but every true Christian who hears! of the conduct of 
the Thessalonians, must be induced to thankfulness to God. Comp. Eph. 
i.15. Hardly correctly, Zanchius, whom Bald. and Ell. follow, places «ai in 
contrast to the Thessalonians : non solum vos propter hane yocationem 
debetis agere gratias, sed etiam nos. Erroneously also de Wette; kai 
belongs to the whole clause: therefore also, which would require 6.a kai 
TovTo. —evyapiorovuev TH OcH] For although the spontaneous conduct of the 
readers is here spoken of, yet thanks is due to God, who has ordained this 
spontaneous conduct.—ire rapadaBdvrec Adyov x.7.A.] The object of ebyapio- 
tovuer, because that when ye received, etc.—raparauBavew] which Baumgarten- 
Crusius erroneously considers as equivalent to déyeoda, indicates the 


1So specially Alford: We as well as mavres of murrevovres év Ty Maxedovia nai év tn ’Axata, i.7. 
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objective reception—the obtaining (comp. Col. ii. 6; Gal. i. 9); déyeoSa, on 
the other hand, is the subjective reception—the acceptance (comp. i. 6; 2 
Cor. viii. 17).—axo#] is used in a passive sense, that which is heard, 4. e.: the 
preaching, the message (comp. Rom. x. 16; Gal. iii. 2; John xii. 38). Arbi- 
trarily Pelt; it is that to which one at once shows obedience. rap’ Huov 
[XLIX }.] is to be closely connected with axoje (Estius, Aretius, Beza, 
Calixtus, Koppe, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, Alford, Hofmann, and others), 
and to the whole idea Aédyov axoye rap’ juav is added the more definite 
characteristic rod @eov. Thus: the word of God which ye have heard of 
us, the word of God preached by us. We must not, with Musculus, Piscator, 
Er. Schmid, Turretin, Fritzsche (on 2 Cor. diss. I. p. 8) de Wette, Koch, 
Ellicott and Auberlen, unite zap" juév with rapadaBévrec; for against this 
is not only the order of the words, as we would expect raparaPédvrec map’ 
huav Adbyov axope Tov Geod, Whereas in the passage there exists no reason for 
the separation of the natural connection ; but also chiefly the addition of 
axone Would be strange, as along with raparaBdvtec rap’ jpov it would be 
superfluous. It is otherwise with our interpretation, in which an impor- 
tant contrast exists, Paul contrasting himself asthe mere publisher to the 
proper author of the gospel ; and in which also the construction is unob- 
jectionable (against de Wette), as axobew zapé twoc (see John i. 41) is used, 
substantives and adjectives often retaining the construction of verbs from 
which they are derived. See Kihner, II. pp. 217, 245.—rov Oeoi] not the 
objective genitive, the word preached by us which treats of God, i.e. of 
His purposes of salvation (Erasmus, Vatablus, Museulus, Hunnius, Bal- 
duin, Er. Schmid, Grotius), against which the following ot Adyov avdpérwv 
. . G24 Aébyov Oecd is decisive; but the word which proceeds from God, 
whose author is God Himself.—zdéZace] ye have received it, sc. the word of 
God preached.—ov Aéyov «.7.2.] [XLIX ¢.] not as the word of man. The 
addition of a d¢ (oby dc Adyov avbp. dA7a. . . &¢ Aébyov Oeov), dispensable in 
~ itself (see Kiihner, II. p. 226), is here the rather left out, because the apos- 
tle would not only express what the preaching of the word was in the 
estimation of the Thessalonians, but likewise what it was in point of fact, on 
which account the parenthesis Kaddc éorw aan dic, according as it is in truth, 
is emphatically added—The Thessalonians received the Adyo¢ @cot as the 
word of God, seeing they believed it, and were zealous for it.—vc] is not to 
be referred to Qc0i,! but to Aéyov Ocov ;? for (1) in what immediately precedes, 
the subject is not Oedc, but Adyoc Oeot. (2) Paul uses always the active 
évepyetv of God (comp 1 Cor. xii. 6; Gal. ii. 8, iii.5; Eph. i. 11; Phil. ii. 
13), and of things the middle évepyeioba: (comp. Gal. v. 6; Eph. iii. 20; Col. 
i. 29).—évepyeira is middle (which és active), not passive (which is made 
active), as Estius, Hammond, Schulthess, Schott, Bloomfield, and others 
think. [XLIX d.J—é» tiv roi¢ reorebovow] does not mean : “ ex quo tempore 
religionem suscepistis” (Koppe); for then év tyiv rioreboacw would have to 
be put. Also not: “quum susceperitis” (Pelt), or “ propterea quod fidem 


1Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, Koppe, Flatt,  Aretius, Wolf, Turretin, Benson, Fritzsche, 
Auberlen, and others. ; de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Koch, Alford, 
2Syr. Ambrose, Erasmus, Estius, Balduin, | Ellicott, Hofmann. 


480 THE FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. 


habetis ” (Schott), because or in so far as, ye believe and continue beliey- 
ing (Olsh. Koch); for ifit were a causal statement, the participle rioretou- 
ow without the addition of the article would be put. roi miorebovew 
rather serves only for the more precise definition of tiv, thus indicating 
that morebew belongs to the Thessalonians. : 

Ver. 14 is not designed, as Oecumenius, Calvin, and Pelt think, to prove 
the sincerity with which the Thessalonians received the gospel, but is a 
proof of 6¢ kai évepyeira, ver.13. [XLIXe.] In not shunning to endure 
sufferings for the sake of the gospel, the Thessalonians had demonstrated 
that the word of God had already manifested its activity among them, had 
already become a life-power, a moving principle in them.—iyei¢ yap] an 
emphatic resumption of the previous iuiv toic morebovow—utyunral] imitators, 
certainly not in intention or design, but in actual fact or result.—adeA¢oi] The 
frequent repetition of this address (comp. i. 4, ii. 1, 9, 17) is significant of 
the ardent love of Paul toward the church. That Paul compares the con- 
duct of the Thessalonians with that of the Palestinian churches is, 
according to Calvin, whom Calixtus follows, designed to remove the 
objection which might easily arise to his readers. As the Jews were 
the only worshipers of the true God outside of Christianity, so the 
attack on Christianity by the Jews might give rise to a doubt whether 
it were actually the true religion. For the removal of this doubt, 
the apostle, in the first place, shows that the same fate which had 
at an earlier period befallen the Palestinian churches had happened to 
the Thessalonians; and then, that the Jews were the hardened enemies 
of God and of all sound doctrine. But evidently such a design of the 
apostle is indicated by nothing, and its supposition is entirely superfluous, 
as every Christian must with admiration recognize the heroism of Chris- 
tian resistance to persecution with which the Palestinian churches had 
distinguished themselves. Accordingly, it was a great commendation of 
the Thessalonians if the same heroic Christian stedfastness could be 
predicated of them. This holds good against the much more arbitrary 
and visionary opinion of Hofmann, that Paul, by the mention of the 
“Palestinian churches, and the expression concerning the Jews therewith 
connected, designed to meet the erroneous notion or representation of 
what happened to the readers. As the conversion of the Thessalonians 
might in an intelligible manner appear in the eyes of their countrymen as 
a capture of them in the net of a Jewish doctrine, and hence on that side 
the reproach might be raised that, on account of this strange matter, they 
had become hostile to their own people; so it was entirely in keeping to 
show that the apostolic doctrine was anything but an affair of the Jewish 
people, that, on the contrary, the Jews were its bitterest enemies! Gro- 
tius would understand the present participle rév oboév in the sense of the 
participle of the preterite; whilst, appealing to Acts viii. 4, xi. 19, he 
thinks that the Palestinian churches had by persecutions ceased to exist 
as such, only a few members remaining. But neither do the Acts justify 
such an opinion, nor is it in accordance with the words of Paul in Gal. i. 
22. The further supposition which Grotius adds is strange and unhis- 
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torical, that some Christians expelled from Palestine had betaken them- 
selves to Thessalonica, and that to them mainly a reference in our passage 
is made.—év Xpwor@ "Ijcot] Oecumenius: eigvig dueiAev’ ered) yap Kal al © 
ouvaywyal Tév "lovdaiwy év Oe@ elvar doxodar, Tag Tv TioTdy éxxAnolac Kad év T 
Oe@ kai Ev TO vig avrov Aéyer elvac.—tri] for—ra aird] the like things, denotes 
the general similarity of the sufferings endured. Grotius precariously 
specifies them by res vestras amisistis, pars fuistis ejecti—ouvydvrérnc] 
[XLIX /.] of the same v7, belonging to the same natural stock, contri- 
bulis, then generally countryman, fellow-countryman, éoe@v4c (Hesychius).! 
By cvvov2érac we are naturally not to understand the Jews (Cornelius a 
Lapide, Hammond, Joachim Lange); for that the expression is best suited 
to them, as Braun (with Wolf) thinks, whilst possibly Jews of a particular 
tribe (perhaps of the tribe of Juda or Benjamin) were resident in Thessa- 
lonica, only merits to be mentioned on account of its curiosity. Also 
avudviérae is not, with Calvin, Piscator, Bengel, and others, to be under- 
stood both of Jews and Gentiles, but can only be understood of Gentiles. 
To this we are forced—(1) by the sharp contrast of cuugvieray and "Tovdaluy, 
which must be considered as excluding each other; (2) by the addition of 
iw to cuudvderov, as the great majority of the Thessalonian church con- 
sisted of Gentiles; comp. i. 9. However, although Paul in the expression 
ovuuovderov speaks only of Gentiles as persecutors, yet the strong invective 
against the Jews which immediately follows (vv. 15, 16) constrains us to 
assume that the apostle in ver. 14 had more in his mind than he expressed 
in words. As we learn from the Acts, it was, indeed, the heathen magis- 
trates by whose authority the persecutions against the Christian church at 
Thessalonica proceeded, but the proper originators and instigators were 
here also the Jews; only they could not excite the persecution of the 
Christians directly, as the Jews in Palestine, but, hemmed in by the exist- 
ing laws, could only do so indirectly, namely, by stirring up the heathen 
mob. This circumstance, united with the repeated experience of the 
inveterate spirit of opposition of the Jews, which Paul had in Asia at a 
period directly preceding this Epistle (perhaps also shortly before its com- 
position at Corinth), is the natural and easily psychologically explanatory 
occasion of the polemic in vy. 15,16. Erroneously Olshausen gives the 
reason ; he thinks it added in order to turn the attention of the Christians 
in Thessalonica to the intrigues of those men with whom the Judaizing 
Christians stood on a level, as it was to be foreseen that they would not 
leave this church also undisturbed ; against which view de Wette correctly 
remarks, that there is no trace of such a warning, and that the Thessa- 
lonians did not require it, as they had learned sufficiently to know the 
enmity of the Jews against the gospel—xa6éc] Instead of this, properly 4 
or arep should have been put, corresponding to ra abrd (comp. Phil. i. 30, rdv 
avrov . . . olov). However, even in the classics such inexact connections 
are very frequently found? The double kaé (kai twei¢ . . . Kai airot) brings 


1Comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 172, 471. Demosth. adv. Phil. I. p. 187; Kthner, II. p. 
2See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 426 f.; Bremi,ad 571. 
31 
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out the comparison.—airoi] denotes not the apostle and his assistants 
(Erasmus, Musculus, Er. Schmid), as such a prominent incongruity in 
the comparison is inconceivable; but the masculine as a recognized free 
construction (comp. Gal. i. 22, 23; Winer, p. 586 [E. T. 631]) refers to 
tov éxkAnowov tov Oeov, thus denotes the Palestinian Christians. 

Vv. 15, 16. As to the occasion of this invective, see on ver. 14.—xa/] not 
signifying even ; also not to be connected with the next kai, both . . . and 
(Ellicott); but rév «ai means who also, and proves the propriety of the 
preceding statement from the analogous conduct in ver. 15. Grotius 
(comp. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Pelagius): Quid mirum 
est, si in nos saeviunt, qui dominum nostrum interfecerunt ...?... 
Non debent discipuli meliorem sortem exspectare quam magistri fuit.— 
Moreover, tov xtpsov emphatically precedes, and is separated from ’Ijcotv 
in order to enhance the enormity of the deed.—xai rove xpogfrac] De 
Wette and Koch unite this with éxd:fdvrov ; Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Calvin, Musculus, Bengel, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott, Hofmann, Auberlen, and 
most critics, more correctly refer it to adroxremdvtwr. In the catalogue of 
the sins of the Jews which Paul here adduces, he begins directly with that 
deed which formed the climax of their wickedness—the murder of the 
Son of God, of Jesus the Messiah. In order to cut off all excuses for this 
atrocious deed of the Jews, as that they had done it in ignorance, not 
recognizing Jesus as the Son of God, Paul adds, going backwards in time, 
that they had already done the same to the Old Testament prophets, 
whom, in like manner, they had murdered against their better knowledge 
and conscience. Christ Himself accuses the Jews of the murder of the 
prophets, Matt. xxiii. 31, 37, Luke xi. 47 ff, xiii. 34; and Stephen does 
the same, Acts vii. 52; with which passages comp. 1 Kings xix. 10, 14 (see 
Rom. xi. 3); Jer. ii. 830; Neh. ix. 26.—kai jude éxdiofdvrov] [XLIX g.] and 
have persecuted us. mua refers not to Paul only (Calvin), also not to Paul 
and Silas only (de Wette, Koch, Alford), or to Paul and the companions 
who happened to be with him at Thessalonica (Auberlen); but to Paul 
and the apostles generally (Estius, Aretius, Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, Pelt, 
Schott, Ellicott). The preposition é« in éxdwfdvrwv strengthens the verbal 
idea. According to Bengel, Alford, Ellicott and Hofmann, the word has 
the semi-local sense: qui persequendo ejecerunt. In an unjustifiable man- 
ner, Koppe and de Wette (the latter appealing to Luke xi. 49 and Ps. exix. 
157, LXX.) make it stand for the simple verb.—«ai @e@ 7) apeckdvtwr] 
[XLIX h.] and please not God. Erroneously Wieseler on Gal. i. 10, p. 41, 
note, and Hofmann : live not to please God ; similarly Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, 
and Baumgarten-Crusius: placere non quaerentium ; for after the pre- 
ceding strong expressions that would be flat. Rather the result is inferred 
from the two preceding statements, namely, the consequences of the 
obstinacy of the Jews, with which they persecute the messengers of God, is 
that they please not God, that is, are hateful to Him (@eocrvyeic, Meiosis). 
—kai raow avoporoe évavtiov] and are hostile to all men, Grotius, Turretin, 
Michaelis, Koppe, Olshausen, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Koch, 
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Bloomfield, Jowett, and others, erroneously find here expressed the nar- 
row exclusiveness, by means of which the Jews strictly separated them- 
selves from all other nations, and about which Tacit. Hist. v. 5 (“adversus 
omnes alios hostile odium”); Juvenal, Sat. xiv. 103 ff.; Diod. Sic. xxxiv. 
p. 524; Philostr. Apollon. v. 33; Joseph. c. Apion. ii. 10, 14, wrote. For 3 
(1) that hostile odiwm and desire of separation among the Jews was noth- 
ing else than a shrinking from staining themselves and their monotheistic 
worship by contact with idolaters. But Paul would certainly not have 
blamed such a shrinking, which was only a fruit of their strict observance 
of their ancestral religion. (2) If ver. 16 begins with an independent 
assertion, xwAvévrwv . . . cwHdow would denote nothing essentially new, 
but would only repeat what was already expressed in jude éxdwidvtov, 
ver.15. (8) It is grammatically inadmissible to understand the words «ai 
macw avdpdxoe évavtiov as an independent assertion, and thus to be con- 
sidered as a general truth. For the participle koAvévrev (ver. 16) must 
contain a causal statement, as it is neither united with «ai, nor by an 
article (kai xodvévtev «7.2. OF TOV KwAvévTwY K.T.A., OF TOV Kal KwAvévToD 
«.7.4,), and thus is closely and directly connected with the -preceding, and 
giving a reason for it, i.e. explaining wherefore or in what relation the Jews 
are to be considered as xaow avfpdroie évavriot. Thus the thought neces- 
sarily is: And who actually proved themselves to be hostilely disposed 
to all men since they hindered us from publishing the gospel to the Gen- 
tiles, and thus leading them to salvation. That is to say, the gospel offers 
salvation to every one, without distinction, who will surrender himself 
to it. But the Jews, in opposing themselves with all their might to the 
publication of this free and universal gospel, prove themselves, in point 
of fact, as enemies to the whole human race, in so far as they will not suffer 
the gospel, which alone can save men, to reach them, So Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calovius, Bern. a Piconio, Schott, 
Alford, Ellicott, Hofmann, and others correctly interpret the words; also 
Wieseler on Gal. i. 10, p. 49, note, and Auberlen, only that he would incor- 
rectly unite kai Oc@ pH apeokéytwv With KkwAvévtwv, which would only be 
tenable if, instead of the simple connected clause kai Oe@ py apeckdvrwn, 
the more definitely separating form rév 6e@ «.7.A. had been put.'\—xodvdv- 
tov juac| hindering us, namely, by contradictions, calumnies, laying snares 
for our life, ete. Comp. Acts ix. 23 ff, xiii. 45, xvii. 5, 13, xxii. 22. 
Unnecessarily, Pelt, Schott, de Wette, Koch, seeking to hinder; for the 
intrigues of the Jews are an actual hindrance to the preaching of the 
apostle,—certainly not an absolute, but a partial hindrance, conditioned 
by opportunity of place and influence.—juac] as above, us the apostles.— 
toic éOveow | to the Gentiles, with emphasis ; for it was the preaching to the 
Gentiles that enraged the Jews. roic éveow resumes the previous maéow 
avOporowc, as that expression comprehended the non-Jewish humanity, 1. e. 
the Gentile world.—/aAjoar] is not to be taken absolutely, so that it would 


1The article ray, wanting before cai @eG wn make the two last «at in ver. 15 to signify, 
dpeoxdvtwy, makes it likewise impossible to with Hofmann, “both... and.” 
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be equivalent to docere (Koppe, Flatt), or would require rv Aédyov tod Oeov 
for its completion (Piscator), but is to be conjoined with iva cwldsw in 
one idea, and the whole is then another expression for ebayyeAilecBa, but . 
in a more impressive form.—eic rd avarAnpioa «.7.2.] to fill up their sins 
always. «ic does not denote the result=dore or quo fit ut (Musculus, Estius, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Koppe, Flatt, Pelt, Schott, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Koch, Bloomfield), but the object, the design ; and that not of 
xwavdvrwv (Hofmann), as this is a dependent clause, but of the whole 
description. But it expresses not the ultimate design which the Jews 
themselves, in their so acting, had either consciously (Oecumenius: ¢7oi yap, 
bre wdvra & éroinoav ok ’Iovdaior, cxomg Tov auapravely Exoiovy, TouTéoT jdELcaY, 
bre duaprévover Ka juapravov) or unconsciously (de Wette : they do it, though 
unconsciously, to the end, etc.; Auberlen), so that an ironical expression 
would have to be assumed (Schott). But in entire conformity 
with the Pauline mode of thought, which delights to dive into the eternal 
and secret counsels of God, it expresses the design which God has with this 
sinfulness of the Jews. So, correctly, Piscator. God’s counsel was to 
make the Jews reach in their hardness even to the extreme point of their 
sinfulness, and then, instead of the past long-suffering and patience, the 
severity of anger and punishment was to commence.—dvarAypdcat rac 
duapriac] to fill wp their sins, i.e. to fill up the measure destined for them, 
to bring them to the prescribed point ; comp. LX_X. Gen. xy. 16; 2 Mace. vi. 
14.—airwr] refers to the subject of the preceding verses—the Jews.—zdvrore]} 
emphatically placed at the end, is not equivalent to avtwec or ravreAGc (Bret- 
schneider, Olshausen), on all sides, in every way (Baumgarten-Crusius), 
but merely involves the notion of time, always, that is, the Jews before 
Christ, at the time of Christ, and ajter Christ, have opposed themselves to 
the divine truth, and thus have been always engaged in filling up the 
measure of their iniquities.!. When, however, the apostle says that this 
avarAnpowv tac auapriag is practised by the Jews zavrore, at all times, his 
meaning cannot be that the Jews had at any given moment, thus already 
repeatedly, filled up the measure of their sins (Musculus), but he intends 
to say that at every division of time the conduct of the Jews was of such 
a nature that the general tendency of this continued sinful conduct was 
the filling up of the measure of their sins. Paul thus conceives that the 
Jews, at every renewed obstinate rejection of the truth, approached a step 
nearer to the complete measure of their sinfulness.—é¢Oace dé éx’ abrode 7 
opyn eic téAoc] but the wrath has come wpon them even to the end. The Vul- 
gate, Luther, Beza, Wolf, erroneously take dé in the sense of yép. Rather, 
dé forms the contrast to avarAnpdca: révrore (not to the whole preceding 
description), in so far as the increase of the divine wrath is contrasted to 
the continued wicked conduct of the Jews.—¢@dvew] contains, in classical 
usage, the idea of priority in time. Schott thinks that this idea must also 
be here preserved, whilst he finds indicated therein the épyf breaking 


10ecumenius: Tatra 5¢ kat méAat emi Tov Empagav, iva mavtote avarAnpwOdow ai duap- 
TpopyTav Kat viv emt TOU Xpicrov kal éh' Huav Tiat avrav. 
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forth upon the Jews citius quam exspectaverint vel omnino praeter opin- 
ionem eorum. Incorrectly; for when ¢@évew is united not with the accu- 
sative of the person (comp. iv. 15), but with prepositions (¢@dvew sie r1, 
Rom. ix. 31 [see Fritzsche in loco]; Phil. iii. 16; g@dvew aype rede, 2 Cor. 
ix. 14; g@dv. éxi twa, Matt. xii. 28; Dan. iv. 25), then, in the later Greek, 
the meaning of the verb “to anticipate” is softened into the general 
meaning of reaching the intended end. The aorist é6ace is not here to 
be taken in the sense of the present (Grotius, Pelt), also not prophetically 
instead of the future (Koppe: mox eveniet iis; Flatt: it will certainly 
befall them, and also it will soon befall them; and so also Schott, Bloom- 
field, Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. 7. wissensch. Theol., Halle 1862, p. 239), but re- 
ports in quite a usual manner a fact which already belongs to the past.— 
4 opyf| [XLIX i.] sc. 620i, does not mean the divine punishment, which 
certainly in itself it may denote (Erasmus, Musculus, Cornelius a Lapide, 
Flatt, Schott, de W., Ewald e al.), but the divine wrath. The article 7 
denotes either the wrath predicted by the prophets (Theophylact, Schott), 
or generally the wrath which is merited (Oecumenius).—eic¢ réAoc] belongs 
to the whole sentence égface . . . opy#, and denotes even to its (the wrath’s) 
end, t. e. the wrath of God has reached its extreme limits, so that it must 
now discharge itself—now, in the place of hitherto long-suffering and 
patience, punishment must step in. The actual outbreak of the wrath, the 
punishment itself, has thus not ye occurred at the composition of this 
Epistle. To interpret the words of the destruction of Jerusalem as already 
happened, would be contrary to the context. On the other hand, it is to 
be assumed that Paul, from the by no means dark signs of the times, had 
by presentiment foreseen the impending catastrophe of the Jewish people, 
and by means of this foresight had expressed the concluding words of this 
verse. It is accordingly an unnecessary arbitrariness when Ritschl (Hall. 
A. Lit. Z. 1847,'No. 126) explains the words i906... .. rédog as a gloss. 
Incorrectly, Camerarius, Er. Schmid, Homberg, Koch, and Hofmann 
understand éi¢ réAoc in the sense of redéwc, penitus. Also incorrectly, 
Heinsius, Michaelis, Bolten, Wahl: postremo, tandem. Others erroneously 
unite cic réAoc with 4 dpy7, whilst they supply oica, and then either ex- 
plain it: the wrath which will endure eternally or to the end of the world 
(Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Theodoret, Fab. Stapulens., 
Hunnius, Seb. Schmid, and others); or: the wrath which will continue 
~ to work until its full manifestation (Olshausen); or lastly: the wrath 
which shall end with their (the Jews’) destruction (Flatt). In all these 
suppositions the article 7 must be repeated before ei¢ réAog. Erroneously, 
moreover, de Wette refers cic téA0¢ to the Jews, although he unites it with 
the verb: “so as to make an end of them.” So also Bloomfield and 
Ewald: “even to complete eradication.” The apostle rather preserves 
the figure used in dvaxAnpooa ; namely, as there is a definite measure for 
the sins of the Jews, at the filling up of which the divine wrath must dis- 
charge itself; so also there exists a definite measure for the long-suffering 
patience of God, whose fullness provokes divine punishment. Comp. also 


Rom. ii. 5. j 
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Remarxk.—In vv. 14-16, Baur (see Introd. 2 4) finds a “ particularly noticeable” 
criterion for the spuriousness of the Epistle. “The description has a thoroughly 
un-Pauline stamp,” and, besides, betrays a dependence on the Acts. First of all, 
the comparison of the Thessalonian church with the Palestinian churches is “ far- 
fetched,” although nothing is more simple, more natural, and more unforced than 
these very parallels, since the tertivum comparationis consists simply in this, that 
both were persecuted by their own countrymen, and both endured their persecutions 
with similar heroic courage. The parallels are further “inappropriate” to Paul, 
as he does not elsewhere hold up the Jewish-Christians as a pattern to the Gen- 
tile-Christians. As if the repeated collections which the apostle undertook for 
the. poor churches of Palestine had not demonstrated by fact that his love ex- 
tended itself equally to the Jewish as to the Gentile churches! As if the words of 
the apostle, in 2 Cor. viii. 18-15, did not express a high esteem for the Pales- 
tinian Jewish-Christians! As if, in Rom. xv. 27, the Gentile churches are not 
called debtors to the Jewish-Christians, because the spiritual blessings of Chris-' 
tianity reached the Gentiles only from the mother church of Jerusalem! As if 
Paul himself, after the fiercest persecutions, and after openly manifested obstinacy, 
did not always cleave to his people with such unselfish and solicitous love, that 
he could wish in his own person to be banished and driven from Christ, who was 
his all in all, in order by such an exchange to make his hardened and always 
resisting fellow-countrymen partakers of salvation in Christ! But if such were 
his feelings toward the unconverted among his people, why should he not have 
been proud of those among them who believed? Why should he not have recog- 
nized the heroic faith of the Palestinian brethren, and recognized and praised the 
stedfastness of a Gentile church as an imitation and emulation of the pattern given 
by these ?—Further, the mention of the persecutions of the Palestinian Christians 
was inappropriate, because Paul could not speak of them “without thinking of 
himself as the person principally concerned in the only persecution which can 
have come properly into consideration.” But how little importance there is in 
such an inference is evident from this, that Paul elsewhere does not shun openly 
to confess his share in the persecutions of the Christians, although with a sorrow- 
ful heart (comp. 1 Cor. xv. 9; Gal. i. 13); and, besides, this very participation in 
the persecution was for him the occasion that, from being the bitterest enemy of 
Christianity, he became its most unwearied promoter and the greatest apostle of 
Christ. If, further, “the apostle unites his own sufferings for the sake of the gos- 
pel with the misdeeds of the Jews against Jesus and the prophets,” this serves 
strikingly to represent the continuation of Jewish perversity—Baur may be right 
when he asserts that we could not expect from the apostle “a polemic against the 
Jews so general and vague, that he knew not how to characterize the enmity of the 
Jews against the gospel otherwise than by the well-known charge brought against 
them by the Gentiles, the odium generis humani ;” only it is a pity that this odium 
generis humani is an abortion of false exegesis—Baur infers a dependence upon the 
Acts from “the expressions: éxdcéxecv, xwAbecv, etc., which correspond accurately 
with the incidents described in Acts xvii. 5 ff. and Biden lara ” likewise from the 

verb Aadeiv, which “elsewhere is never used by Paul of his own preaching of the 
gospel, but is quite after the manner of the Acts (xiv. 1, xvi. 6, 32, xviii. 9).” 
But that the expressions: éxdidxew, koAbecr, etc., cannot be borrowed from Acts xvii. 
5 ff. is evident enough, as they are not even found there; that, moreover, the cir- 
cumstances of the persecution itself are narrated in both writings, is only a proof 
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of its actual occurrence; also there is noting objectionable in Aarsiv, as it is so 
used by Paul in 2 Cor. ii. 17, iv. 18; Col. iv. 4; Eph. vi. 20, and elsewhere— 
’ Lastly, if Baur, in 9@ace 62 éx’ adrode 7 dpy? cic TéAo¢ (so also Schrader on iii. 
13), finds the destruction of Jerusalem denoted as an event that has already 
occurred, this is only the result of an interpretation contrary to the context. 


’ Ver. 17 begins a new section of the Epistle. [On Vv. 17-20, see Note 
L. pages 494, 495.]—"Hueic dé] [L b.] is not in contrast to teic, ver. 14 (de 
Wette, Koch, Hofmann); for ver. 14 is only an explanation of the main 
thought in ver. 13, and, besides, the invective against the Jews given in 
vy. 15,16 is too marked and detailed, that dé passing over it could be 
referred to iueic in ver. 14. It is therefore best to assume that queic dé, 
whilst it contrasts the writer to the Jews whose machinations have just 
been described, and accordingly breaks off the polemic against the Jews, 
refers to ver. 13 as the preceding main thought, and accordingly reswmes 
the jucic in ver. 13. To the attestation of his thanksgiving to God on 
account of the earnest acceptance of the gospel onthe part of the 
Thessalonians, the apostle joins the attestation of his longing for his 
readers, and his repeatedly formed resolution to return to them. The 
view of Calvin, which Musculus, Zanchius, Hunnius, Piscator, Vorstius, 
Gomarus, Benson, Macknight, Pelt, Hofmann, and Auberlen maintain, 
is erroneous, that vv. 17 ff. were added by Paul as an excusatio “nese a 
Paulo desertos esse putarent Thessalonicenses, quum tanta necessitas ejus 
praesentiam flagitaret.” For evidently in the circumstances that con- 
strained the apostle to depart from Thessalonica, such a suspicion could 
not arise, especially as, according to Acts xvii. 10, the Thessalonians them- 
selves had arranged the departure of the apostle. Accordingly.no justifica- 
tion was requisite. The explanation has rather its origin only in the fullness 
of the apostolic Christian love, which cared and labored for the salvation 
of these recent disciples of Christ.—dazoppavicbévrec] bereaved. oppavierdat 
is originally used of children who are deprived of their parents by death. 
It is however used, even by the classics, in a wider sense, expressing in a- 
figurative and vivid manner the deprivation of an object, or the distance, 
the separation from a person or thing. Thus the adjective ép¢avé¢ occurs 
in Pindar (see Passow) in a wider sense (¢.g. dp¢. éraipuv, Isthm. vii. 16) ; 
also of parents, dp¢avoi yeveac, childless, Ol.ix. 92.1 Here also aroppaviadévres 
expresses the idea of distance, of separation, but is not exhausted by this 
idea. We would accordingly err, if we were to find nothing further in it 
than is expressed by yopiodévrec; for the verb, in union with the feeling 
of tender love which pervades the whole passage, vividly describes the 
feeling of emptiness and solitude which by the separation came over the 
apostle—a feeling of solitude, such as befalls children when they are 
placed in a condition of orphanage.—ag’ ipav| away from you. The 
apostle repeats the preposition a7é, instead of putting the simple genitive 
iyov after the participle, in order to give prominence to the idea of local 


1Comp. Hesych.: dphavds 6 yovewy éorepynuevos Kal TéExvov. 
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severance, which was already expressed in aropoaviabévrec, here once more 
specified by itself—mpo¢ Karpov &pac] not subito (Balduin, Turretin), literally, 
for the space of an hour; but as an hour is relatively only a short space, 
generally “ for the space of an instant,” é.e. for a very short period. It isa 
more definite expression for the simple xpd¢ apav, Gal. ii. 5, 2 Cor. vii. 8, 
Philem. 15, John v.35, or mpd¢ karpdv, 1 Cor. vii. 5, Luke vii. 18, and corres- 
ponds to the Latin horae momentum.’ The expression does not import that 
the apostle even now hopes soon to return to the Thessalonians (Flatt ; 
and appealing to iii. 10, de Wette and Koch). This is forbidden by the 
grammatical relation of aropgavotévres to the preterite éozovddcazer, 
according to which pd¢ karpov Gpag can only be the time indicated by the 
participle. Thus the sense is: After we were separated from you for 
scarcely an instant, that is, for a very short season, our longing to return 
to you commenced.—zpocd7y ob Kapdia] comp. 2 Cor. v. 12, in presence, not 
in heart, for the severance refers only to our bodies; but love is not bound 
in the fetters of place or time; comp. Col. ii. 5.—zepiccoré pwc iorovddcapuer] we 
endeavored so much the more. crovddatev, to show diligence to reach some- 
thing, implies in itself that the apostle had already taken steps to realize 
his resolution to return, and thus proves the earnestness of the design. 
repiooorépwe is not to be referred to ov xapdia, “ more than if I had been 
separated from you in heart” (de Wette, Koch), for then there could 
have been no mention of a crovddtew at all;* but is, with Schott, to be 
referred to mpd¢ Kaipdv pac, so much the more, as the separation has only 
recently occurred. For it is a matter of universal experience, that the 
pain of separation from friends, and the desire to return to them, are 
more vivid, the more freshly the remembrance of the parting works in 
the spirit, z.e. the less time has elapsed since the parting. Therefore the 
explanation of Oecumenius and Theophylact, after Chrysostom, is 
unpsychological: mepiccorépwe éorovddcauev f d¢ eixde fv Tove mpdc dpav 
drodewpbévrac. Winer’s view (Gram. p. 228 [E. T. 248]) is also inappro- 
priate, because without support in the context: The loss of their personal 
intercourse for a time had made his longing greater than it would have 
been, if he had stood with them in no such relation. Further, arbitrarily, 
because the proximate reference of epeocorépwc can only result from the 
directly preceding participial sentence, but not from ver. 14, Fromond.: 
“magis et ardentius conati sumus, quum sciremus pericula, in quibus 
versaremini; ” and Hofmann: “ for the readers the time after their con- 


1The assertion of Hofm., that mpds xacpov 
pas “cannot possibly denote how long it was 
since Paul had been separated from the Thess, 
but only how long this was to happen: as he 
was obliged to be separated from them, yet this 
separation was not for ever,” ete., could only 
have a meaning if instead of the passive form 
aroppavicbévres a participle had been put, 
which denoted the free action of the apostle. 

2Comp. Hor. Sat. I.1.'7,8: “horae | momen- 
to aut cita mors venit aut victoria laeta.” 


Plin. Wat. Hist. vii. 52: “Eidem (se. Mae- 
cenati) triennio supremo nullo horae mo- 
mento contigit somnus.” 

’This reference is in a positive form ex- 
pressed logically more correctly by Mus- 
culus: “ quo magis corde praesens vobiseum 
fui, hoe abundantius faciem vestram videre 
studui;” and B-Crus: with so much the 
greater desire, because I was sincere with 
you. Ell.: because our heart was with you, 
and our longing consequently greater, 
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version is a time of trouble; for their teachers it is on that account atime 
of so much the more anxious endeavor to see them again.” Lastly, 
grammatically incorrect Turretin, Olshausen, and de Wette, ed. 1, more 
than usual, i. e. very earnestly—Schott discovers an elegance and force in 
Paul, not having written iuac ide, but the fuller form 1d zpédowrov tudv 
ideiv, with reference to the preceding zpocéxw; but hardly correct, as 7d 
npéowrov ideiv is a usual form with Paul. Comp. iii. 10; Col. ii. 1—éy moaag 
éxuuia| with much desire (longing). A statement of manner added to 
éorovddoauer, for the sake of strengthening. 

Ver. 18. Avér:] on which account, that is, on account of this great longing 
for you (da Td év rOAAR Excbouia orovddlew 1h xpdowrov ty. ieiv).—7beAgoaper | 
[L ¢, d.] Paul uses 6éew in agreement with éorovddcauev (ver. 17), not 
BotAecba, as the latter word expresses only the wish, the inclination to 
something; but the former the active will, the definite purpose. See 
Meyer on Philem. 13 f., and Tittm. Synon. p. 124 ff. But whether this 
purpose was already formed at Berea (Fromond., Baumgarten-Crusius), 
or elsewhere, cannot be determined.—éyo év Iaiioc] a restriction of the 
subject contained in 7eAjoauev, as the apostle in this section intends only 
to speak of himself. But that he considered the addition éy pév Tlavdoc 
here necessary, whilst he omitted it in what preceded, is a proof that he 
there regarded what was said as spoken likewise in the name of his two 
associates. Moreover, éy® pév Iavdoc is an actual parenthesis, and is not 
to be connected with xai araf xai dic, as Hofmann thinks, from the 
insufficient reason, because otherwise éy pév TavAoc must have stood after 
70cAjoauev (!); and as we find also with Grotius, who makes a suppressed 
dé correspond to the ,»év, in the sense: “nempe Timotheus et Silas 
semel.”’1—Mév] serves only to bring the subject into prominence. See 
Hartung, Partikeil. II. p. 413.—xai drat kai dic] both once and twice, a definite 
expression for twice (comp. Phil. iv. 16); not in the general sense of 
saepius (Grotius, Joachim Lange, Turretin, Koppe, Pelt), for then amaf xai 
dic would have been written. Calvin: “Quum dicit semel et bis voluimus, 
testatur non subitum fuisse fervorem, qui statim refrixerit, sed hujus pro- 
positi se fuisse tenacem.” A longer continuance of the church (Baur) is not 
to be assumed from this expression, as the interval of probably half a 
year, which is to be assumed between the departure of Paul from 
Thessalonica and the composition of this Epistle (see Introd. 2 3), was a 
period sufficiently long to give rise to the twice formed resolution to re- 
turn.—xai évéxower jude 6 caravac] and Satan hindered us. ai, not equivalent 
with dé, by which certainly this new sentence might have been introduced 
(Vorstius, Grotius, Benson, Koppe, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, Koch, 
Bloomfield), mentions simply the result of the apostle’s resolution in the 
form of juxtaposition. In an unnatural and forced manner Hofmann 
subordinates 7OcAjoauev éADeiv mpd¢ iuac as the antecedent to Kai évéxorpev 
juac 6 caravac as the principal sentence, whilst é:érv denotes while, and ‘év 


1Comp. also Wurm, Tid. Zeitschr. 1833,1,p. to visit the Thessalonians, but Paul particu- 
75 f., éy «ai IlavAos is to be united directly larly more than once, 
with cai drag xai 6s. All three had resolved 
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roAai éxiOvuia (ver. 17) is “in intention added to the sentence introduced 
by dru.” Accordingly the sense would be: Therefore the anxiety to 
visit the church became so strong, that when it came to the intention to 
go to Thessalonica, Satan hindering prevented it (!)—On éyxdérre, comp. 
Rom. xv. 22; Gal. v. 7; 1 Pet. iii. 7—<é caravac] denotes not “the oppo- 
nents of Christianity, the enemies of God and men” (Schrader), but, 
according to the Pauline view, the personal author of evil, the devil, who, 
as he is the author of all hindrances in the kingdom of God, has brought 
about the circumstances which prevented the apostle from carrying out 
his purpose. But whether, under these preventive circumstances 
occasioned by the devil, are to be understood the wickedness of the 
Thessalonian Jews (Fromond., Schott, de Wette, Bisping), “ qui insidias 
apostolo in itinere struebant ” (Quistorp and, though wavering, Zanchius), 
or the contentions of the church where Paul was, and which prevented 
his leaving them (Musculus), or even the “ injecta ei necessitas disputandi 
saepius cum Stoicis et Epicureis, qui Athenis erant” (Grotius), or what 
else, must be left unexplained, as Paul himself has given no explanation. 
Ver. 19. [Le.] A reason not for zep. éorovd. x.7.2. ver. 17 and also, on 
the other hand, of px. orey. «.7.4., tii. 1 (Hofm.), but of the twice formed 
resolution of the apostle to return to Thess., ver. 18. This earnest desire to 
return is founded on the esteem of the apostle for his readers, on account 
of their promising Christian qualities. Grotius : Construi haec sic debent: 
tic yap judv éAnic . . . Eurrpootey tod Kupiov . . . } ovxt Kat tuetic; Certainly 
correct as regards the matter and the thought, as éuxpocbev . . . mapovaia is 
to be referred to the preceding predicates, but ought not to be connected 
with 7 ovyi Kat iueic, as a second independent question. So also Olshau- 
sen, who renders it thus: “ or do not ye also (as I myself and all the rest 
of the faithful) appear before Christ at His coming, 7. e. without hesitation, 
without any doubt, ye will surely be also recognized by Christ as His, and 
therefore will not fall away again at any time from the faith.” But the 
reason and justification for this strange position of the words consist in 
this, that Paul originally conjoined the words rig yap . . . iueic in thought, 
and originally wrote them by themselves ; but then to present the predi- 
cates already put down as considered not in a worldly, but in a specifically 
Christian sense, he introduces, as a closer definition and explanation of 
the whole clause ric . . . tueic, the words éumpoobev . . . rapovoig, There 
is, accordingly, no need for the supposition of Laurent (Neutestam. Studien, 
Gotha 1866, p. 28 f.), that Paul only at a later period, after he had read 
through the whole Epistle once, placed these words in the margin, or 
ordered them to be inserted. Accordingly, the apostle says: For who is 
our hope or joy or crown of rejoicing, or are not even ye this? before our Lord 
Jesus at His coming; i.e., if any one deserves to be called our hope, 
etc., ye deserve it. As the addition égumpoobev x.7.2. proves, the apostle 
thinks on the judgment connected with the coming of Christ—Paul, how- 
ever, calls the Thessalonians éAme juov (comp. Liv. xxviii. 39), not 
because he anticipates a reward for himself on account of the conversion 
of the Thessalonians effected by him (Estius, Fromond., Joachim Lange, 
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Hofmann, and most critics), or at least a remission of the punishment for 
his early persecution of the Christian church (for the emphasis rests not 
on 7uav, but on the predicates éAxic «.7.4.), but because he has the confi- 
dent hope that the Thessalonians will not be put to shame at the trial to 
be expected at the advent, but will rather be found pure and blameless, 
as those who embraced the faith with eagerness, and heroically persevered 
in it in spite of all contentions.—} xapa] or joy, as by the conversion and 
Christian conduct of the Thessalonians the kingdom of God has been 
promoted.—} orégavog Kxavyfoewc] or crown of glory (comp. MISSA N wy, 
Ezek. xvi. 12, xxiii. 42; Prov. xvi. 31, and also the LXX.; Phil. iv. 1; 
Soph. Aj. 460; Macrob. in somn. Scip.i.1),inasmuch as this greatness and 
glory, occasioned by the labors of the apostle for the church, is, as it were, 
the victorious reward of his strivings.—# ob xi] not nonne (Erasmus, Schott, 
and others), but an non, for 7 here introduces the second member of a 
double question.—«xai tueic] also ye: for, besides the Thessalonians, there 
were other churches planted by Paul worthy of the same praise. Accord- 
ing to de Wette, to whom Koch and Bisping attach themselves, 7 ipeic 
should properly have followed oré¢. xavyjco.: “no one is more. our hope 
than you;” but with «ai the apostle corrects himself, not to say too much, 
and not to offend other churches. But just because 7 tyeic imports too 
much, why should not the apostle have designed to put % obyi ‘Kal tpeic 
from the very first !—év rq airov mapovoig | at his coming (return) to estab- 
lish the Messianic kingdom (comp. iii. 13, iv. 15, v. 23, e al. ; Usteri, 
Lehrbegr. p. 341 ff.); an epexegesis to éurpootev tov kupiov 7juav ce: 

Ver. 20. An impassioned answer to the question in ver. 19. Thus 
yép is not causal, but confirmatory, you or truly ye are (ipeic éoré, em- 
phatic) our glory and our joy. [Lf] Comp. Winer, p. 416 [E. T. 446]; 
Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 473. Flatt and Hofmann refer ver. 19 to the 
future, to the zapoveig Xpicrov, and ver. 20 to the present: “Ye are now 
our glory and our joy, therefore I hope that ye will be yet more,” ete. 
Without justification, as this distinction of time would have been marked 
by Paul. 


Notes py AMERICAN EDITOR. 


XLVIII. Vv. 1-12. 


(a) The second chapter, vy. 1-12, states in a more detailed form, what has been 
briefly set forth ini. 5. The word cicodov is taken up from i. 9, but the thought 
goes back to the earlier verse, as is proved (1) by the fact, that vv. 1-12 refer to 
the preaching and conduct of the Apostle and his companions, while i. 9 f. has 
reference only to the conversion of the. Thessalonians (except so far, possibly, as 
the word eicodov itself is concerned); and (2) by the fact, that «ev and érap- 
pnovacdueba are naturally connected with éyevfOn . . . év duvduet w.7.A. of i. 5, 
In this second and more detailed development of the thought, however, we find a 
more full reference to the matter of persecution, etc., not only with respect to the 
members of the church, vv. 14 ff., but also to the preachers, ver. 2. We also find 
a setting forth of the truth of the message, the sincerity and unselfishness of the 
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preachers, and their devotion to the welfare of the hearers.—(b) Liinem. regards 
iBpoGévtec (ver. 2) as added to xporalévrec, because the latter word is a vox media. 
But zpora6. in such a connection as this could hardly be understood in any sense 
but that of suffering, and it is more probable that tSpvo8. is added for the purpose 
of definiteness or emphasis.—(c) «a¥a¢ oidare—comp. i. 4, 5 and vv. 1, 5, 9, 10, 11 
of this chapter. This repeated appeal to their own knowledge is not to be 
regarded as indicating any doubt or opposition, but, in this early epistle, as 
belonging to the style and character of a friendly letter—(d) dedox:waoueda k.t.A. 
(ver. 4) answers to ob« é« mAdvyc, which is to be interpreted as Liinem. under- 
stands it, and otte . . . KoAaxeiag «.7.4., of yer. 5, corresponds with obdé é§ axa- 
Sapciac x.t.A. The two meanings of doxuafw, which occur in the N. T., prove 
and approve, are found in ver. 4. Ver. 5 is introduced, however, according to the 
grammatical construction and immediate connection of thought, as the proof of 
ver. 4.—(e) R. V. renders duvduevoe év Paper eivae (ver. 6) might have been burden- 
some; with a marginal note, or claimed honor, A. R. V. reads claimed authority 
in the text, and been burdensome in the margin. The question is a nearly evenly 
balanced one, but, for the reasons given by Liinem., the rendering of A. R. VY. is, 
on the whole, to be preferred. Grimm, Lex. N. T., gives this meaning—(f) W. 
& H. defend the textual reading v#mioe against ir (ver. 7), on the ground, (1) 
that “the change from the bold image to the tame and facile adjective is charac- 
teristic of the difference between St. Paul and the Syrian revisers ;” (2) that “it 
is not of harshness that St. Paul here declares himself innocent, but of flattery 
and the rhetorical arts by which gain or repute is procured;” (3) that we have 
év péow tudv which suits the former word, and not ei¢ tuac which would be 
adapted to the latter. A, reference to himself, however, under the two figures of 
the infant and the nursing mother, in two successive clauses, seems quite improb- 
able. The contrast, moreover, does not seem to be with flattery, etc., but with 
seeking glory and claiming authority; and, with respect to év uéow, it seems not 
difficult to explain its use with jmo. R. V., Tisch., Treg. Alf., read #rvou.—(g) 
Liinem. places a colon before og édv of ver. 7, and a comma after téxva; but it 
seems better to place a comma before the former words, and a colon after the 
latter (so W. & H.). In either case, odtwe refers to the same general idea, but, if 
Liinem.’s punctuation is adopted, it introduces the apodosis to ¢ é4v ;—if that of 
W. & H., it takes up the whole preceding statement with its figure, and unfolds 
or explains it by referring to his readiness to sacrifice himself for them in his 
work among them as a preacher.—(h) yap of ver. 9 is connected by Liinem. with 
the immediately preceding clause (dcérc x.7.A.). As this clause, however, is evi- 
dently very subordinate in its character, it seems better to connect this verse with 
the main idea of the passage which precedes. This labor and toil which he took 
upon himself was a proof of that kindly disposition towards them which made 
him like a nursing-mother to her children and ready, not only to preach the 
gospel, but to sacrifice himself wholly for their sake. We have here, however, 
only one evidence of this kindly feeling; the next verses give a full and general 
survey of his whole life and conduct as proving it—(i) Liinem. presses in ver. 10, 
as in other cases, the passive force of éyev#0juev, affirming that it “cannot denote 
pure self-activity.” This position with regard to this aorist passive in the N. T. 
is quite doubtful in all cases, and here all the surrounding words indicate the 
opposite. In connection with this view of éyev#9 ev, as well as because of the 
use of doiw¢ and the position of iuiv r. mor., Liinem. holds that these last words 
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are the dative of opinion—the light in which we appeared to you, as contrasted 
with those who were hostile to us. But this contrast appears antecedently improba- 
ble, and, as he calls attention to their knowledge in wdprupec and oidare, a refer- 
ence in this additional expression to their opinion would hardly be called for, or 
be likely to be introduced. It is better to regard it either as the dative commodi, 
or the dative of interest. R. V. renders “behaved ourselves toward you.” 


XLIX. Vv. 13-16. 


(a) These verses answer to i. 6, as vv. 1-12 toi. 5. dud rovro may be explained, 
with Liinem., Alf., Auberlen, Olsh., and others, as referring to Tov xadobvro¢ x.7.A. 
As this, however, is a mere subordinate and descriptive clause, it is more probable 
that the thought of the writer goes back to the general suggestion, in the earlier 
verses, of his sense of the value of the gospel to the hearers, which is connected 
with the earnestness of his labor and zeal in preaching it tothem. The view of 
Vaughan, and Dods in Schaff’s Pop. Comm., that it refers to what follows, is con- 
trary to the ordinary usage respecting this phrase. EIl., Mason, in EIl.’s Comm. 
for Eng. Readers, Koch, W. & Wilk., and others, agree partly or wholly with the 
view fayored in this note—(b) The construction of tap’ jv is doubtful, but, on 
the whole, the considerations mentioned by Liinem. make it probable that his view 
is correct, and that these words belong with axo7jc—the word preached by us; Tow 
Geov being an added, and by its position somewhat emphatic, genitive, and indica- 
ting that God is the author and source of the word of which we are the preachers. 
R. VY. Ell, W. & Wilk, Auberlen, agree with Koch, de W., and others in con- 
necting tap’ 7uGv with xapaiaBdrvrec. Noyestr., T.S. Green tr.; Bib. Un. tr., A. V., 
Olsh., Hofm., and others agree with Liinem. apa/afévrec has evidently the sense 
of passive reception (i.e. through hearing), dé£aove, that of active reception (i.e. into 
the mind and heart, accepting it voluntarily). The thought is apparently this: 
When the Thess. heard the word as it was preached by the Apostle, they willingly 
received it into their hearts, not as a word coming from him, but from God. The 
thought is, accordingly, such as favors the connection of tap’ jyév with axoje.— 
(ec) Alf. holds that no as is to be supplied with Aéyov after déZaode, and that Paul 
is not speaking of the Thessalonians’ estimate of the word. Liinem. more properly 
says, that dc is omitted because the Apostle would not only express what it was in 
their estimation, but also what it was in fact. But is not the true view of the 
matter this, that they received it as—what it is in truath—the word of God; Aéyov 
being appositional with the objective pronoun (referring to the preceding Aéyor) 
which is to be supplied after é£ac%e, and thus expressing their estimate of it, and 
the xaéc clause being added to show that this estimate was in accordance with 
the fact—(d) It is not, perhaps, absolutely certain that évepyeioda is always mid- 
die (never passive) in the N. T., but this is probably the usage of the writers. 
Here, at least, there can be little doubt that the verb is middle, and that 6¢ refers 
to Aéyor—(e) yap (ver. 14) is evidently explained correctly by Liinem., and pipqtat 
éyerfOnre carries back the thought to i. 6, In i. 6, however, the imitation is 
spoken of as an imitating of the Apostle and his companions, and of the Lord ; 
here, of the Christian churches in Judea. In the former passage, also, the idea 
of meeting tribulation with joy in the Holy Spirit is suggested, while here the 
matter of persecution only is more distinctly set forth—(f) That ovugurerov of 
ver. 14 is to be understood as referring to Gentiles, is rendered altogether probable 
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by what Liinem. says. But, as he also intimates, we can hardly account for the 
severity of the language respecting the Jews in what follows, unless they had had 
some relation to what had occurred in Thessalonica. So far, therefore, from 
finding any want of harmony with the account in Acts xvii. in this passage, we 
may discover, rather, an incidental confirmation of what is there said.—(g) éxdiw- 
Edvrwv ig rendered by R. V., Noyes tr., Davidson tr., and others, drove out, and this 
seems to be its meaning in the Greek outside of the N. T. (comp. Thue. i. 24). 
Grimm (Lex. N. T.) gives it this meaning in Luke xi. 49, but renders it here by 
persequor, calamitatibus premo. Rob. agrees with Grimm.—(h) The participles in 
the earlier part of ver. 15 refer to definite past acts (aor.); 47 apeokévrwy (pres.) 
and the adjective évavtiov denote the permanent condition illustrated by and con- 
sequent upon those acts; «wAvévtwv of ver. 16 is probably causal, introduced as 
proving the declaration contained in the next preceding words. This last par- 
ticiple, however, is not improbably intended to carry with it, also, the idea of that 
continuous hindering of the preachers of the gospel among the Gentiles, which 
was the last step in the development of opposition to God and men, making the sin 
of the Jews finally complete, and opening the door, at last, for the breaking forth 
upon them of Divine punishment—(i) The possibilities of signification of opyq 
(ver. 16) (whether wrath or punishment), and of ei¢ téAo¢, are such that it is difficult 
to make any positive assertion respecting the precise shade of meaning belonging 
to the last clause of the verse. But in view of the aorist tense in é¢¥ace,—of the 
fact that ele téAo¢ may naturally mean to the end, the utmost limit, of the thing 
spoken of,—and of the fact that the peculiar calamities which might specially be 
called the divine punishment had not yet been inflicted on the Jews, the expla-’ 
nation given by Liinem. may be regarded as most satisfactorily meeting the 
demands of the sentence. 


L. Vv. 17-20. 


(a) These verses are immediately connected with those of the third chapter, the 
new sub-section of the Epistle covering ii. 17-iii. 13. The letter being so Inresly 
an expression of friendly feeling, the ordinary introduction of the Pauline Epistles 
(thanksgiving, etc., for the Christian life and progress of the Church) unites itself 
closely with, and forms a part of, the first main division, which ends with the close 
of chap. iii. This division has two principal subdivisions: i. 2-ii, 16 referring 
to his preaching among them and their reception of his message ; ii, 17-iii. 13 
relating to his anxiety, in his absence from them, to learn of their well-being (for 
which purpose he had sent Timothy, that he might bring information concerning 
them), and his joy and satisfaction at the tidings which Timothy brought. 

(6) ‘Hyeic of ver. 17 is best explained by the general contrast between himself 
and his companions on the one side, and the Thessalonians on the other, which is 
manifest throughout the whole of this first portion of the Epistle. This contrast 
and the emphasis connected with it,—as well as the strong and peculiar expres- 
sions daoppaviadévrec—mpoe Kapdv &pac—od kapdia—éorrovddcauev—év ToAAH érre- 
Suuig,—belong to the tenderness of the writer’s feeling towards the church and 
his desire to give utterance to it in the most hearty manner.—(c) Liinem. holds that 
7eAjoauev of ver. 18 is used, instead of the corresponding form of BotAeoYaz, as better 
answering to éorovddoapev, we endeavored (“implying that he had taken aes to real- 
ize his resolution”’),—giving thus to 0éAew the sense of the active will, definite pur- 
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pose, and to SovAcoFaz, that of mere wish or inclination. The reverse of this view 
respecting the two verbs is held by some to be more correct. Comp. on this subject 
Meyer on Matt. i. 19 and Philem. 13f.,, Ell. on 1 Tim. vy. 14, Buttm, Lexil. I. p. 
26, Grimm (Lex. N. T.) sub verb, 920, Webster, Syntax and Syn. of the Gr. Test., 
p- 197 f.—(d) diér, which Liinem., Alf., Ell, and others regard as meaning on 
which account, and thus as nearly equivalent to di (T.R.), is rendered by R. V._ 
because. If éoxovdacausv is to be understood in the sense mentioned above, as it 
probably should be, and 7%e/. means wished simply, the rendering of R. V. may be 
regarded with favor. The fact that dc follows in iii. 1 also favors this rendering 
of diére.—(e) The explanation (ver. 19) given by Liinem., or that indicated by 
W. and H., who arrange the text as follows: tic... xavyjoewc—y ov xi kal bpeic— 
éurpoovev k.7.A., is the simplest and best that can be offered. The reference to the 
mapovoia here is to be accounted for in the same way as in i. 10 and elsewhere.— 
(f) yép of ver. 20 is best rendered by for, as in ordinary cases. It gives the 
affirmation of the fact as the ground of the answer implied in 7 ov xi kai ipeic, 
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CHAPTER III. 


Ver. 1. Elz. has 616. Acérz, found in B, is a mere error of the transcriber, occa- 
sioned by the following jxért.—Ver. 2. After tov adeAgov judv the Receptus has 
kat dtdkovoy tov OE0d Kal ouvepydv yjudv. Defended by Bouman (Chartae theol. 
Lib. I. p. 63 f.) and Reiche. But instead of this, Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. 2 and 7, 
Alford and Ellicott, after D* Clar. Germ. Ambrosiast., have correctly received 
into the text xa cvvepydv tov Ceov, from which all variations are explained. 
In order to remove the objectionable character which the expression ovvepyd¢ Tov 
@cov appeared to have, sometimes tod Ocov was suppressed (so the reading re- 
ceived by Tisch. 1 «a? ovvepydv, in B, Arm.), at other times cvvepyév was changed 
into didkovoy (kal didxovoy Tov Oeov, A yy, 67** 71, et al., Copt. Aeth. Vulg. Bas. 
Pel. [in textu] ; approved by Scholz. and Tisch. 8), from which further grew, by 
blending with the original wording, diaxovov kai ovvepydv tov Oeov, F G, Boern., 
and kal did, kat ovvepydy trod Oeov in E17; lastly, there was interpolated «ai 
Sidkovov kal ovvepyov Audv (Sahid.), or didxovov rod Oeod Kai cvvepydv judy (Syr. ed. 
Erp.), or kat diaxovov tov Oeod Kai ovvepydv (87).—Instead of the Receptus tapa- 
kadéoat duac, only mapaxadéoa: is to be read, with Lachm. Tisch. Alford and 
Ellicott, according to A B D* F Gy, min. Copt. Sahid. Baschm. Arm. Slav. ant. 
Vulg. It. Chrys. Theodoret (alic.) Damase. Ambrosiast. Pelag.—imép tij¢ riorewe), 
Elz. has mepi tie wiorews, Against A B D* E* F G@ Ky, 17, 31, et al., Bas. 
Chrys. Theodoret (alic.).—Ver. 3. Elz. has t@ yydéva, But A B DEK Ly, 
min. plur. edd. Bas. Oecum. have 7d yydéva. Correctly accepted by Matth. 
Lachm. (in the stereotype edition ; in his larger edition Lachm. writes Td pydév 
aouiveotat!) Tischendorf, Alford and Ellicott. Preferred also by Reiche. In the 
place of the misunderstood 76,76 of the Receptus was put (although this is im- 
possible from grammatical considerations ; see notes on passage), or tod (67, 87, 
al.), or wa (F G, 73)—Ver. 7. Elz. has OAiec xat avdyrn. According to the 
preponderating testimony of A B D E F G y, min. edd. Syr. utr. Copt. Arm, 
Vulg. It. Ambrosiast. Pel., to be transposed avdyxy kad OAibec—Ver. 11. Instead 
of the MRecept. "Inoovg Xpiordéc, A B D** (in D* ‘Inoote is wanting) x, 3, 17, et al., 
Aeth. Vulg. ms. Ambr. al., Lachm. Tisch. Alford, Ellicott have "Iyoovc, which is 
to be preferred—Ver. 12. Elz, has 6 «opie. This is wanting in Syr. Erp. Sus- 
pected by Mill. Apparently spurious, asin A, 73, et al, 6 @edc, and in D* E* 
F G, It. 6 kbpug "Ijooig is found. If Paul added no subject in ver. 12, but 
caused the same to be continued from ver. 11, the early insertion of additions as 
glosses was natural—Ver, 13. "Ijooi] Elz. has "Iyoov Xpiorov. Against it A B 
DEK xy, 37, 39, et al., Aeth. Germ. Vulg. ms. Damase. Ambr.—After the Recept. 
dyiwv airov, A D* E y* min. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. al. add aujv. Bracketed by 


Lachm. ; received by Tisch. 8. But auf» was inserted, as an ecclesiastical lection 
ended with ver. 18. 
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ConTents.—No longer the master of his longing and anxiety for his 
readers, Paul has sent Timotheus from Athens to them, to exhort them 
to endurance under persecutions, and to bring him exact information 
concerning their conduct. Timotheus has just returned, and by his mes- 
sage has comforted and calmed the apostle. He entreats God that he 
might soon be permitted to reach Thessalonica to assist the church in its 
remaining deficiencies, and that God might cause the Thessalonians so to 
abound in Christian excellence, that they may be blameless at the com- 
ing of Christ (vv. 1-13). 

Vv. 1 ff. are most closely connected with the preceding; it is therefore 
to be regretted that a new chapter should-commence here. ‘On vy. 1-3, 
comp. the treatise of Riickert alluded to in comment on i. 8. 

Ver. 1. Ad] [On Vy. 1-10, see Note LI. pages 509, 510.] Therefore, i. e. 
did Td elvar iuac tiv ddEav uv Kal THY yapdv (li. 20).—yyKéte oréyovrec] no 
longer bearing it,i.e. incapable of mastering our longing for you any 
longer (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 12, xiii. 7; Philo, in Flacc. p. 974, Opp. Lut. Par. 
1640, fol.: papxére oréyetv Svvduevar tac évdeiac). So Erasmus, Vorstius, Cor- 
nelius a Lapide, Wolf, Pelt, de Wette, only the latter conjoins with the 
idea of longing, that of anxiety for the Thessalonians, which, indeed, is in 
accordance with fact, but anticipates the representation, as the idea of anxiety 
on the part of the apostle is first added in what follows.—ynxérc] is not here 
instead of oixérz, as Rickert thinks, appealing to an abusus of the later 
Greek, which abusus we should be cautiousin recognizing (see Winer, p. 
443 [E. T. 486]), but as spoken from a subjective standpoint: as those who, 
ete. Moreover, to take the participle oréyovrec in the sense of occultantes, 
to which Wolf and Baumgarten are inclined: “no longer concealing my 
longing,” 7. e. no longer observing a silence concerning it, would be flat, 
and contrary to the context.—eidoxjoapev] as well as éréypapev, ver. 2, and 
éxewpa, ver. 5, is a simple historical statement of a fact belonging to the 
past. Grotius and Pelt erroneously take the aorists in the sense of the 
pluperfect. eidoxfoavev does not denote a mere promptam animi inclina- 
tionem (Calvin, Pelt); also not acting gladly (Grotius: Triste hoc, sed 
tamen hoc libenter feceramus), but the freely formed resolution of the 
will: accordingly we resolved. Nicolas Lyrencis, Hunnius, Grotius, Calo- 
vius, Turretin, Whitby, Bengel, Michaelis, Wurm,? Hofmann, consider 
Paul and Silas as the subjects of eidoxgoapyev; that nayo (ver. 5), I also, 
is a proof of this, for it contains it itself the reference to a wider 
subject, so that from a plurality of the subject in ver. 1, a single indi- 
vidual was, in ver. 5, brought forward. However, this view cannot 
be the correct one. By the insertion of éyd pév Ilavdoc, ii. 18, the 
subject of ii. 17-20 is expressly restricted to Paul himself; and, as 
chap. iii. is most closely connected with ii. 17-19, the subject here 
must be the same as there. eidoxfoauev must therefore, with Calvin, Hem- 


1Strikingly, Calvin: Hac narratione, quae _ nica, accordingly we two remained behind at 
sequitur, desiderii illius sui fidem facit. Athens, and sent Timotheus.” Asan analogy 

2In the strange interpretation: “We re- to this, the form should be ot mept Tov ILavAov. 
solved that one of us should goto Thessalo- Comp. Tiib. Zevtschr. 1833, 1, p. 76. 
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ming, Estius, Fromond., Koppe, Pelt, Schott, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Alford, Ellicott, Riggenbach (in J. P. Lange’s Bibelwerk, Part X., 
Bielef. 1864), and others, be referred to Paul only, to which kayo, ver. 5, is 
no objection (see below).—xararedhjvar év ’APHvace pdvor] [LI b.] Zacha- 
riae, Koppe, Hug, Hemsen, also Wieseler (Chronologie des apost. Zeitalters, 
p. 249) and Alford (Proleg. p. 45), understand this of Paul’s being left alone 
at Athens, Timotheus not having been previously there with the apostle. 
They assume that Timotheus, left behind at Berea (Acts xvii. 14), either 
at the time of his being left behind, or at some later period, received the 
direction from the apostle, countermanding the charge given in Acts xvii. 
15, that before proceeding to Athens, he should return from Berea to Thes- 
salonica to strengthen the church there. This view is brought forward 
from a desire of reconciling our passage with the narrative in the Acts of 
the Apostles. Acts xvii. 16 informs us only of a waiting for Timotheus at 
Athens, but not of his arrival there; on the contrary, it is stated that 
Silas and Timotheus did not return from Macedonia until the residence 
of the apostle at Corinth (Acts xviii. 5). But this view does not correspond 
with the natural wording of our passage, as xarare@bjvar, to be left behind, to 
remain behind, evidently presupposes the previous presence of Timotheus. 
We must therefore, with Zanchius, Piscator, Cornelius a Lapide, Beza, 
Wolf, Benson, Macknight, Eichhorn, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, Koch, 
Ellicott, Hofmann, and others, suppose that Timotheus actually came from 
Berea to Athens, and was sent from it by the apostle to Thessalonica. To 
this interpretation we appear constrained by éréupayev, ver. 2, and érenwa, 
ver. 5, as hardly anything else can be denoted with these words than a 
commission given directly by Paul to one present. 

Ver, 2. Tov adeAgov judy Kai ovvepydv tod Osod év tT. evayy. Tod Xpictovd] our 
brother (Christian brother) and fellow-laborer of God in the Gospel of Christ. 
The ovr in ovvepydv tod Ocod refers not to man, but to God, the chief ruler 
of the church; comp. Meyer on 1 Cor. iii. 9. In this apposition attached to 
Tiu68_eor, Theophylact, Musculus, and most critics (comp. already Chrysos- 
tom) discover the design, that Paul wished thereby to indicate what a 
great sacrifice he put himself to for the sake of the Thessalonians, as he 
surrendered to them at once his faithful assistant, whom he himself so 
much required, in order that he might minister to their wants.! Such a 
view is remote from the apostle. The epithets which he gives to Timo- 
theus are nothing more than a commendation of his apostolic associate, 
which the apostle felt himself constrained spontaneously to express, on 
account of the faithfulness and zeal which he displayed for the sake of the 
gospel; and we are the less to look for any ulterior design, as it was the 
constant practice of the apostle, when he had occasion specially to men- 
tion his faithful associates, to designate them by some honorable appella- 
tion.—év 16 evayyeAio] Statement of the sphere in which he was a ovvepyéc. 
Comp. Rom. i. 9; Phil. iv. 8—ei¢ 7d orpiga tuac] not that we (the senders) 


1Thus also Hofmann, only he finds the longed for the apostle himself might be 
reason of the honorable appellation in this: | tempted to undervalue this mission of a sub- 
“that the Christians of Thessalonica who ordinate associate!” ws . 
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might (by the instrumentality of Timotheus) strengthen you (Cornelius a 
Lapide, Grotius), but that he (Timotheus) might strengthen you. But 
erroneously (comp. already Chrysostom) Oecumenius, whom Theophy- 
phylact, Estius, Luc. Osiander, Fromond., Nat. Alexander, Macknight, 
and others follow: dé¢ catevoyévouc, é¢' oi¢ Fv 6 SiddoKaroc év Teipacuoic péyac 
yap bvra¢ BépuBo¢ roig wabyraic 76 elvac Tov diddoKadov év retpacuoic.—Grotius and 
others understand xapaxadéca: in the sense of to comfort. More ¢orrectly 
(on account of ver. 3), it is to be taken in the meaning of to erhort or 
encourage. Schott erroneously unites both ideas. Also, arbitrarily separating 
the words, Olshausen refers orypifa: to patience in persecution, and rapaxaréoat 
to growth in faith —irép tij¢ rictewe iuov] Not equivalent to zepi rH riotewc 
tuav (de Wette and others), as if it were a mere statement of the object, 
but : for the good of your faith 7. e. in order that you might preserve it. 
Ver. 3. Zaivew] related to ceisw,—only here in the N. T.,—means, to 
shake, to swing hither and thither. It is used specially of dogs who wag 
their tails (comp. Hom. Od. xvi. 4 ff., x. 217; Arist. Hg. 1031), from which 
the wider acceptation of fawning or caressing is derived. Then the verb 
stands generally for any act of shaking, passing from the sphere of sense 
to that of mind? Thus here caivecba denotes a being disquieted, becom- 
ing wavering in the faith. Chrysostom correctly explains it by dopuBeicta 
kal taparrec3ac. With unnecessary harshness Faber Stapulensis, to whom 
also Beza (adblandiri, adversariis videlicet evangelii) is inclined, Elsner, 
Observ. sacr. Il. p. 275 f., Wolf, and Tittmann, de synonym. in N. T. p. 189, 
think to preserve the meaning fawning (and alluring), giving the sense: 
that they should not permit themselves, by “ adulationes et illicitamenta 
carnis ” (Faber Stapulensis), to apostatize from Christianity, and relapse 
into heathenism or Judaism. Also Riickert, whom Koch follows, adopts 
this view, as he will not acknowledge the meaning dopufeicfa: in the verb: 
he thinks, rather, that from the meaning to fawn, the meaning blanditiis 
corrumpt in the passive is formed; and from that, in consequence of the 
toning down of the meaning, the general idea of corrwmpi arose. Hof- 
mann explains caivew directly by to delude, a meaning which the word 
never has.—év tai¢ OAhpeow tabracc| in these afflictions. évis purely temporal, 
not instrumental, although, in regard to the subject in hand, it cannot be 
doubted that it was the the ie to whose influence the possibility of a 
caivecba: is attributed. ratraic is decxrixic, indicative, denoting the afflictions 
which both the Thessalonians and Paul (so Calixtus, Flatt, Schott, and 
others; Oecumenius, Theophylact, Estius, Osiander, Nat. Alexander, 
Benson, Macknight, erroneously refer the #A/per to Paul only) have just 
experienced, and which are here considered as belonging to the present, 
since a renewed outbreak of them was every instant to be feared. The 
first part of ver. 8, accordingly, contains the warning not to suffer them- 


1That Calvin here speaks of a fides Panli 2Comp. Diog. Laert. viii. 41: of 5& catvdpue- 
ubique adversus Satanam etmundum victrix, vot Tois Aeyouevous eddxpudv Te Kal @pocov.— 
is because, in the oldest Greek editions of the Sophocl. Antig. 1214: ma.d6s pe caiver pOdyyos. 
N. T., rictews jav was put in place of ricrews (Other proofs in Wetstein). 
Upev. 


/ 
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selves to apostatize from the faith in Christ in the time of trouble and of 
need.—But it is asked how ver.3 is to be connected with the preceding. 
Those who read, with the Receptus, r@ pndéva oaiveobac (see critical note), 
regard r@ as the Dativus commodi, which, as the Hebrew 5 placed before 
an infinitive, serves for the statement of the object; thus 76 would be 
equivalent to ei¢ 76 (Grotius, Turretin, Benson, Koppe, Pelt, Olshausen). 
But 76 with the infinitive is used exclusively to denote the reason or the 
inducing cause, never to denote the design ; comp. 2 Cor, ii. 12, and Winer, 
p- 308 [E. T. 828]. Riickert, indeed, retaining this grammatical use of 
TO, makes it denote: “unde nascituram tiv rapaxAnow speraverat, quum 
Timotheum misit, apostolus;” and although he does not decide positively, 
prefers the reading 74, in order that he may find expressed therein a two- 
fold object in sending Timotheus, in conformity with the longing of the 
apostle previously stated: (1) in respect to the readers, and (2) in respect 
to himself. Timotheus, Paul intends to say, is sent “jfratres ut firmaret, 
sibi ut afferret ex bona illorum conditione solatium.” But this interpre- 
tation is simply impossible, as, in referring wapaxadéoar to the apostle, it 
would be indispensably necessary, on account of the preceding tac, to 
subjoin #uac. Accordingly, even from internal reasons, criticism requires 
us to read 1d pydéva caivecSa. But here, also, a different view is con- 
ceivable :—(1) We might, with Matthaei, supply a second ei¢ to 7d pndéva 
caiveoda from the preceding ei¢ rd otnpifa. But in this case we cannot 
understand why the second ei¢ has been suppressed by Paul, as elsewhere 
he does not avoid the repetition of the form eic 76; comp. e.g. Rom. iy. 11. 
Or (2) with Schott, Koch, and Bisping, we might take 76 pydéva caiveo Sar as an 
absolute accusative, in the sense of quod attinet ad. But, considering the 
rarity of this construction, and the misuse which is practised with its 
assumption (comp. Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 182 f.; also Phil. iv. 10, on which 
Schott founds, is no analogy, as there rd irép éuod dpoveiv is the usual objec- 
tive accusative to dvedddere, used transitively), this shift should only be 
resorted to when no other expedient presents itself. (8) Winer, 5th ed. p. 
375 whom de Wette, Reiche, Ellicott, Buttmann, Gramm. des neutestam. 
Sprachgebrauchs, p. 226 [E. T. 263 f£.], Hofmann, and Riggenbach follow, 
makes 10 yndéva caiveodac dependent on rapaxadéoat, and considers it as a 
further explanation of irép ric riorewc, namely, to exhort that none should 
become wavering. [LI ¢.] But if 7d pdéva caiveodac depended on rapa- 
kadéoat, then mapakadeiv, in the sense of to exhort, would be construed 
with the simple accusative of the thing, an assumption the possibility of 
which is to be absolutely denied. (The passages on which Reiche sup- 
ports the opposite view are without force. In Luke iii. 18 both accusatives 
are not governed by rapaxadév, but, in agreement with Acts xiii. 32, by 
edyyyeritero; in 1 Tim. vi. 2, ravra depends on didacke, and xa? rapaxdAer is 
annexed only in a loose manner to ravra didacke; so also in Tit. ii. 15 
tavra belongs only to AdAe, but not also to the following verbs; further, in 
Mark vy. 23 oad does not depend on rapakaAei, but is the adverbial much, 
very; lastly, Mark v.17 and Acts viii. 81 are not analogous, as there 
wapaxadew is put with the accusative of the person, to which a simple 
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infinitive, but not an infinitive with the article ré, follows.) Besides, if rd 
undéva caiv. were a further explanation or epexegesis of imép rie miotewe 
iuov, then not the accusative 1d u7déva caivectac Would have been put, but 
the genitive rod uydéva oaiv., in agreement with imp ric riotewe dudr. 


Accordingly, this interpretation is also to be rejected. There consequently 


remains only (4) to consider 7d udéva caivecba év raic 62. tabTare as an appo- 
sition to the whole preceding sentence si¢ td otnpitar tuac Kat mapaxaréoa brép 
Tig Tictewg tuov, sO that 7d uydéva caiv, serves only to repeat the same 
thought which was before positively expressed in a negative but better 
defined form ; thus, instead of 7d, rovréorey¢might have been written. Thus 
the sense is: to strengthen you andto exhort you on behalf of your faith—that 
is, that no one may be shaken in these troubles ; or, to strengthen and exhort 
you on account of your faith, particularly on one point, which is con- 
tained in one requirement: that no one may be shaken, etc Accord- 
ingly, rd pydéva caivecba: certainly depends on the preceding eic; but our 
interpretation is entirely different from that adduced in (1), as no second 
ei¢ can be inserted before 1d puydéva caivecbac without injuring the indis- 
soluble unity which combines 76 pydéva caiv. x.7.2. with what precedes.— 
airol yap oid. . . . kal oidare, ver. 4, is not, with Moldenhauer, Griesbach, 
Vater, Flatt, to be included in a parenthesis, as did rovro, ver. 5, is con- 
nected with what directly precedes.—ydp] proves the legitimacy of the 
demand pydéva caivecta:.—oidare| ver. 4, explains whence they knew it,— 
namely, partly from previous definite intimations of the apostle, and 
partly from their own experience. Contrary to the text, Theodoret: from 
the previous intimation of Christ.—érv sic robro xeiweba] that we were 
appointed thereto. Comp. Phil. i.17; Luke ii. 34. eg rovro, t.e. not ei¢ 7d 
pndéva caivecba, but eig 7d GAiBeoar (comp. ver. 4), in connection with 
Oiipecw. Moreover, xeizefa refers not only to Paul (Oecumenius, Estius, 
Osiander, and others), or to Paul and his companions (Hofmann), nor 
also to Paul and the Thessalonians (Koppe), but to Christians in general. 

Ver. 4. Reason of airoi yap oidare.—rpic ivac] The accusative, as in Gal. i. 
18, ii. 5; 1 Cor. xvi. 7, ete.—Also péA/opev is neither to be restricted to Paul 
(Oecumenius, Estius, Osiander, Nat. Alexander, Macknight), nor to Paul and 
his companions (Hofmann), nor to Paul and the Thessalonians (Grotius, 
Koppe); but, as xeivefa, ver. 3, to be taken generally: we Christians in 
general. MéAdouev OAiBecta, however, is distinguished from the simple 
future—it characterizes the sufferings as inevitable, as predetermined in 
the counsels of God.—oidare] from your own experience. Baumgarten- 
Crusius incorrectly refers it to mpoedAéyopev. 


1 Alford accedes to this interpretation. Bou-- 


man (Chartae theolog. I. p. 79 ff.) assumes a 
middlé position between this view and that 
adopted by Winer, de Wette, and Reiche: 
Ego... ita de Wettium sequor ac Winerum, 
ut wndéva caiverOar cum proxime praecedente 
Infinitivo wapaxadéoar connectendum existi- 
mem. Verum toto tertiae hujus sectionis 
dicto: undéva. . . xe{ueGa, illius, quam Timo- 


thei ministerio ad Thessalonicenses perfer- 
endam curabat Apostolus, rapaxAjoews prae- 
cipuum argumentum ac summa contineri mihi 
videtur. Cujus rei, ni fallor, indicium est 
dictumque adeo acuit et a caeteris distinguit 
praemissus ille articulus ro. Quem ibi po- 
nere Graecos, ubi nos signa citationis vulgo 
notum est. Veluti postmodum, chap. iy. 1: 
To Tas Set K.T.A. 
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Ver. 5. Aca rovro] on this account, i.e. on account of the actual com- 
mencement of trouble. But, incorrectly, Fromond.: ne tribulationibus 
meis turbaremini.—The «ai in cayé does not belong to the whole sentence : 
“therefore also, no longer forbearing, I sent ” (de Wette, Koch, Bisping), 
for then da kai rovro would have been written (the passages adduced by 
de Wette to the contrary do not prove what is designed); rather «ai 
impressively gives prominence to the person of the éyé: therefore I also. 
Thus a relation must be contained in it to other persons. Schott, whom 
Olsh. and Ell. follow, supposes these other the Thessalonians, finding the 
thought expressed : “as ye, in consequence of the troubles which befell 
me, were anxious for me, so I also could no longer bear to be without 
information concerning you.” But, according to the connection (xa? 
éyévero kal oidare, ver. 4), a relation must be contained in «ayé to others, 
of whom, as of Paul, a wxére oréyecv in respect of the Thessalonians is 
asserted! These others are the Christian circle with the apostle in 
Athens (Acts xvii. 84), including Timotheus sent from it to Thessalonica. 
Events such as befell the Thessalonians must have awakened lively sym- 
pathy in every Christian who heard of them. Entirely perverted is the 
view of Hofmann, who takes the singular, ver. 5, as a contrast to the 
plural, ver. 1. In ver.5 only Paul is spoken of, whereas in ver. 1 Paul 
and Silvanus are referred to. He accordingly infers, that besides Timo- 
theus, sent by Paul and Silvanus jointly to Thessalonica, there was 
another sent specially by Paul. After Timotheus was on his journey to 
strengthen the Thessalonian Church against the persecution which had 
broken out upon them, Paul, at a time when Silvanus was also absent, 
sent a second, this time for his own sake; his own troubled condition 
making the want of news from Thessalonica insupportable, lest perhaps 
the fruit of his labors among them might be entirely lost. Yet before the 
return of this unknown messenger Silvanus and also Timotheus had rejoined » 
the apostle !—ei¢ rd yrovac] in order to learn, belongs to the subjeet of the verb 
érewpa; thus: “in order that I, the sender, might learn;” not; in order 
that he (Timotheus) might learn (Pelt, Olshausen, and others).—r)v riorw 
pov] your faith, i.e. how it is with it, how it stands.—yjrwc] [LI d.] 
depends on yrovar, not on éxeuya, and is the introductory particle of an 
indirect question : whether perhaps the tempter has tempted you. So Wahl, 
Schott, and de Wette; also Bouman, Chartae theolog. I. p. 80. Without 
reason, Beza, Grotius, Turretin, Benson, Koppe, Flatt, Pelt, Winer, p. 
470 [E. T. 505], supply ¢oSotpevrog before pjrwc: “ filled with anxiety lest 
the tempter should have tempted you.”—é zeipéfwv] another expression 
for 6 caravac, ii. 18. Comp. Matt. iv. 8.—ei¢ xevdv] see Meyer on Gall. ii. 2. 
—treipacev . . . yévyrac] correctly, Schott: ut dognoscerem, quomodo se 
haberet persuasio vestra, num forte tentator vos tentaverit, adeo ut (quod 


1It might otherwise be assumed that Paul = éeuxa,isexplained. Butthisisan expedient 
here anticipates what he first, in ver. 6, which is artificial, and is to be rejected be- 
observes of the Thessalonians, namely, that cause pyxere oteyew, ver. 5, and émurodety, 
they also had a longing for him; and thus yer. 6, are not co-extensive ideas. 
kayo, which belongs to pyxére oréywv, not to 
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deus avertat!) labor meus irritus fiert possit. The aorist indicative refers 
to a fact which possibly may have already happened; but the conjunctive 
yévyra refers to a fact which belongs to the future, and is conceived as a 
consequence of the first fact. Fritzsche (Opusc. Friteschiorum, p- 176), to 
whom de Wette and Koch adhere, explains it: ut . . . cognoscerem, an 
Sorte Satanas vos tentasset et ne forte labores mei irriti essent. He thus 
takes y#xwc in the first clause as an interrogative particle, and in the 
second clause as an expression of fear; an explanation which Winer 
rightly designates as harsh.—Moreover, incorrectly, Whitby, Macknight, 
Baumgarten-Crusius: in ézeipacev is implied “tempted with success,” 
“seduced.” The idea of seduction exists only by the addition of eic xevov 
yévnra. 

Ver. 6. "Apts dé] [LI e.] but now, belongs not to éA6dvro¢ (Grotius, 
Pelt, Schott, Alford, Ewald, Ellicott, Hofmann, Riggenbach), but is to be 
separated from it by a comma, and belongs to rapexagOnuev, ver. 7. For 
(1) not the mission of Timotheus and his return, but the mission and the 
consolation obtained from his return, is the main point on which it 
depends; (2) If Paul would connect dp dé éOédvtoc, did toto would 
scarcely be inserted in ver. 7 for the recapitulation of ver. 6; (3) dpre 6& 
emphatically opposes the present to the past, to éreuwa (ver. 5); but dpre 
would be flat if we referred it to é70évr0c, and that whether it was to be 
understood in its temporal or in its logical sense; (4) Lastly, we would 
expect zapaxexAfueba (which certainly is found in A and some minusculi), 
but not capex24Oquev, in ver. 7.—éAévro¢ x.7.2.] not after, but because; dia 
tovro requires this. The joyful message which Timotheus brought’ refers 
(1) to the Christian condition of the Thessalonian Church generally (rqv 
miotw Kai tiv ayaryv tyov), and (2) to the personal relation of the Thessa- 
lonians to the apostle (kai érz éyere 4.7.2.) ?—xat bre Exere preiav judv ayabqv] 
and that ye have us in good remembrance. Arbitrarily Grotius: Est perovv- 
pia, Nam per memoriam intelligit mentionem, et bonam intelligit, in 
bonam partem, z.e. honorificam. For then zovioda: must be put instead 
of éyew.—zxdvrore] belongs to the foregoing, not, as Koch and Hofmann 
suppose, to what follows.—éxurodowv7ec] Comp. Rom. i. 11; Phil. i. 8, ii. 
26; 2 Cor. ix. 14.—Strikingly Musculus (also Bengel): Non modo amoris 
hoc erat indicium, sed et bonae conscientiae. The compound verb, how- 
ever, makes prominent the direction, not the intensity, of rode. Comp. 
Fritzsche on Rom. i. 11.—xaddrep kai qpyeicg tua] sc. Weiv éxirodovper. 

Ver. 7. Aca rovro] is added in consequence of the preceding long parti- 
cipial sentence, and as its recapitulation. But Paul says dia rovro, not dua 
ravra, as we would naturaily expect, because he here regards the joyful 
message of Timotheus as a whole or in its unity, but does not think on 


1Chrysostom : ‘Opas thy mepixaperav Tavadov ; Betas Td BéBarov’ 4 6@ aydnrn Thy mpaKTiKhy 
‘oix clvev amayyeiAavtos GAN eiayyeAtcapévov’ apeTyv’ 7 6 Tod SidacKddov pyyyn kal © mept 
rocovToy ayaboy HyeiTo Thy exeivwy BeBalwow avTov 1680s waptupel TH wept Thy SidacKadiay 
Kat Thy ayamny. Comp. also Luke i. 19, and = ctopyj. Hammond incorrectly understands 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 266 ff. ayasny of love to God. 

2Theodoret: AndAot » péev miotis Ths evce- 
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the separate points enumerated above.—rapexAfSnuev] the aorist, in con- 
nection with apr, ver. 6, proves that this Epistle was composed immedi- 
ately after the return of Timotheus.—éy’ iniv] in reference to you (comp. 2 
Cor. vii. 7), is not superfluous on account of the following 6: tij¢ iuov 
miotewe (Koppe, Pelt), but puts the personal object first in regard to whom 
the consolation of the apostle occurred, whilst dca r7¢ tuav rictewo brings 
in afterwards the actual circumstances, by which the consolation was 
called forth—éxi rdon tH avayxyn Kat Odixper judv] on (or in) all our necessity 
and tribulation. éxiis not a causal, but a temporal statement. Comp. 2 Cor. 
vii. 4; Winer, p. 367 [E. T. 392]. Erroneously Schott, in every necessity 
and tribulation which we endure; this would be expressed by éxi dog 
avayky «.7.2. (without an article). By 64a Schott understands the tribu- 
lation caused by the Corinthian adversaries of the apostle; and by avdyxy, 
either sickness or (so also Macknight) pecuniary indigence, combined 
with hard labor; whilst Bouman (Chartae theolog. I. p. 80) considers 
“ avayxny vocabulum generale esse, quod nullum non calamitatum genus 
contineat; OA de oppressionibus singulatim dici ac persecutionibus, quibus 
Christianos vel Ethnici vexarent vel Judaei.” These special determina- 
tions or limitations are certainly precarious; still so much is certain, that 
avéyxyn and @Aiu¢ cannot here be interpreted, with de Wette and Koch, of 
care and anxiety, but are to be understood of external necessity and tribula- 
tion. For the care and anxiety of the apostle could only, according to 
the context, refer to the Thessalonians, and must have been removed by 
the message of Timotheus. But éxi imports that the avayxy and O2iue of 
the apostle continued in spite of the glad message of Timotheus; on the 
other hand, by reason of it they were no longer esteemed ‘or felt by the 
apostle as an evil (comp. ver. 8). For the thought can only be: We 
were comforted during, or in spite of, the heavy burden of necessity and 
tribulation which weighs wpon us, consequently still rests upon us. With 
this interpretation what follows in ver. 8 must suitably agree. 

Ver. 8. Paul considers the avayx«y and @Ai¢e which lay upon him as a 
Gavaroc, but he does not feel this evil; the @avaro¢ is converted to him into 
tof, when he learns how the churches which he had founded cleave to 
the Lord. External matters are, in general, indifferent to the apostle, 
provided he reaches his life-aim, to lead souls to Christ; every success in 
reference to this imparts strength and fullness of life to him.— viv] is not 
to be understood in contrast to the pre-Christian life of the apostle, when 
his thought and aim were entirely different; whereby a thought entirely 
foreign to the context would be introduced. The force of viv as an adverb 
of time, at present, is not to be too greatly pressed (Marloratus: Sub 
adverbio nune repetit, quod prius dixerat, se afflictione et necessitate 
graviter fuisse oppressum), but has here (on account of éav) a causal refer- 
ence; now, serving as an introduction to what follows: édv tyeic orhxere év 


1The opinion of Hofmann, that da ris duGv must be translated: “because it is your faith 
miotews is to be combined with br viv gauev, by which we now live,” is so monstrous that 
ver, 8, whilst with the emphasis on tuey it it requires no refutation. 
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xvpiy.' Caer] [LI f.] not to be referred, with Chrysostom, to the future, 
eternal life, nor weakened to “we are happy” (Pelt and others), or 
“satisfied” (Grotius, Moldenhauer), but the meaning is: For now we 
live, z.e. we are in full strength and freshness of life, we do not feel the 
sorrows and tribulations which the outer world prepares for us—éav ipeic | 
oriKnre év Kupiw| when, or so soon as ye stand fast in the Lord, hold fast to 
His fellowship.—izeic] applies specially to the Thessalonians what holds 
good of Christians generally —édv] makes the fact of the stedfastness of 
the readers appear as a well-grounded supposition? But the hypothetical 
form of the sentence includes, indirectly, the exhortation to hold fast to the 
Lord for the future. - 

Ver. 9. Reason of Cauev, ver. 8; yép, consequently, is not “mera particula 
transeundi” (Koppe, Pelt). In a truly monstrous construction, Hof- 
mann, with a renunciation of all exegetical tact, pulls to pieces the simple 
and clear structure of the words, taking rtiva yap evyapiotiav duvdyeba TO | 
@2@ avraxodowvac rept ivy (ver. 9) as a parenthetic clause, the object of 
which is to give beforehand the reason of deéuevor (ver. 10), referring én? 
mdoh Ty Yapa, 7 Yaipouev de tyac to deduevor “as a statement of what he 
joined to his request; ” considering deéuevor, which is “a participle of the 
imperfect,” as an apodosis, which, passing over the parenthesis, is annexed 
to mapexAiOnuev (ver. 7), and to which 6:4 rie tudv rictews bre viv Cduev (VV. 
7, 8) forms the protasis !—viva yap etyapiotiay x.7,A.] for what thanks can we 
give in return to God on behalf of you for all the joy we feel for your sakes 
before our God? i.e., What expression of thanks can be sufficiently great 
to be an equivalent for the fullness and super-abundance of our joy? 
Theophylact : Tooatry, dyciv, 7 St imac yapd, bre ovdé evyapioTyoa TH CEH 
kav’ Gkiav duvayeba ixép ipov. God has brought about and arranged this 
joy by His higher guidance ; therefore to Him belongs the thanks ; there- 
fore is this thanks a return for the proof of His grace (avrarodovva:).—raca 
% xapa] cannot denote joy of every kind; accordingly, cannot indicate the | 
multiplicity of objects which the joy for the Thessalonians has (which 
Schott thinks possible). It means, as the article added requires, the whole 
joy—joy in its sum total. See Winer, p. 105 [E.T. 110]. A joy in its 
totality is certainly the greatest conceivable joy; so that it may be said 
that raca 7} yapé denotes laetitia maxima (Flatt, Pelt, Schott)— yatpouer] 
by attraction instead of fv yaipouev; comp. Matt. ii. 10.—éprpochev rod 
Gc0d juav] belongs not to the following (Ewald, Hofmann), but to the pre- 
ceding; but not to yapé (Koppe, Pelt, Bloomfield), but to yaipoyev. The 
addition serves to bring forward the purity of this joy, to which nothing 
earthly cleaves. Erroneously Oecumenius and Bloomfield: ‘ Paul would 
think on God as the Author of the joy.”—On jay, comp. on ii. 2. 

Ver. 10. Acéuevol[ [LI g.] is not used absolutely instead of deéyeba or 
éopév deduevot, Which Cornelius a Lapide and Baumgarten-Crusius assume, 
and Flatt thinks possible, but neither is it to be united with jaipouev 


1Comp. Kuhner, II. p. 385; Hartung, Par- 2See Schmalfeld, Syntax des Griech. Ver- 
tikell. II. p. 25. f bums, p. 201. 
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(Schott, de Wette, Koch, Riggenbach), but belongs to the main thought 
riva . . . avrarodovvat, and assigns the reason for it by the fervent longing 
for the readers, and anaiety for their Christian character: What sufficient 
thanks are we able to give to God for our joy over you, as we (cleaving to you 
with such paternal love that we), without ceasing, pray to see you again, and 
conuplete the defects of your faith ?—voxréc] See on ii. 9. Erroneously Fro- 
mond. : it is placed first, quia nocte praecipue propter solitudinem et silen- 
tium sancti se orationi dare solent.—The accumulation of expressions 
_ vucro¢ Kai uépac imepexrepioood, is the natural outflow of the strength of his 
feeling; comp. Phil. i. 23.—irepxrepisoov] above measure, is found only in 
y. 13, Eph. iii..20, and Theodoton, ad Daniel. iii.22. Erroneously—because 
grammatically impossible—Clericus insists on referring it by means of a 
trajection not to deduevor, but to ideiv, defending his opinion on the ground 
that irepexrep. denotes something not strictly necessary, whereas prayer is 
a duty, a necessity: orantes ut videamus vultum vestrum, quasi cumulum 
laetitiae nostrae. Non satis erat Paulo scire Thessalonicenses constanter 
evangelio adhaerere, quamvis summam laetitiam ex eo nuntio perciperit, 
volebat iepexrepiccov, ex abundanti, eos videre.—eic 7d x.7.4.] the design of 
deduevor: praying to this end, in order by means of prayer (by the answer 
to it) to attain the ideiv and karapricat.—«xaraprifew] is to place in the condi- 
tion of perfectness, of completeness. Thus xaraprifery ra borephuara tHe TicTEws 
signifies: to render conuplete the defects of faith, that is, in order to make per- 
fect that which is wanting in faith (Theodoret: ta éAAeitovta rAnpdcar). By 
this torephuata tie wiotewe Paul understands partly defects of faith as 
regards insight (particularly in respect of the impending advent; comp. 
iv. 13 ff); partly defects of faith as regards its practical verification in the 
Christian life (comp. iv. 1 ff). It follows, moreover, from xataptisa ra 
borepfuara, With what inconsiderate arbitrariness Baur misuses even this 
passage in support of his assertion that the Thessalonian church had 
already existed for a long time. 

Ver. 11. [On vv. 11-18, see Note LIT. pages 510, 511.] Airéc] is not a 
general introductory subject to which the special designations are annexed 
as an apposition: “but He, God our Father,” etc. (Luther, de Wette, 
Hofmann, Riggenbach. According to de Wette, whom Koch and Bisping 
follow, airé¢ serves for bringing forward the contrast with the petitioner). 
But the whole designation of the subject Airdg . . . "Ijcove is most closely 
connected: But God Himself, our Father and our Lord Jesus. It has its 
contrast in reference to xatevdive rv 6d6v. Paul thinks on a xarevOivew trav 
636, both on his (man’s) side and on the side of God. The first does not 
conduct certainly to the end, as in reference to it the power of éy«érrew is 
given to the devil (comp. ii. 18). Only when the xarevOivew is undertaken 
by God Himself and Christ is its success assured, for then the hindrances 
of the devil are without power. Thus Paul contrasts simply and naturally 
God and Christ to himself.—juév] may be referred both to @eé¢ and to 
nathp (Hofmann, Riggenbach), so that God is called our (the Christians’) 
God and our Father : but it is best to restrict it to xarfp, so that God is first 
considered in His existence as God simply, and then afterwards in refer- 


CHAP. 111. ‘11, 12. 507 


ence to us as our Father.—xal 6 xbpio¢ sudv “Incove] [LIT b.] This addi- 
tion (comp. 2 Thess. ii. 16, 17), particularly with the following xarevdivai, 
which is to be understood as the third person singular optative aorist, not 
as the infinitive (see Winer, ed. 5, p. 383), might appear strange. But, 
according to the Pauline view (comp. Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 301), Christ, 
exalted to the right hand of the Father, takes part in the government of 
the world, and orders everything for the promotion of His kingdom. And, 
inasmuch as His will is not different from the will of God, but identical 
with it, the verb in the singular is suitable—xarewivac] make straight, plain, 
so in order that it can be trod. Without a figure: may cause it to be 
realized.—xpa¢ iuac] belongs not to tiv éddv-ajudv, but to KarevOivar, 

Ver. 12. To the wish as regards himself, Paul adds a further wish as 
regards his readers.’—iyudc dé] Bengel puts it well: sive nos veniemus, sive 
minus.—If 6 xipiog (see critical note) is genuine, it may grammatically 
refer either to God or to Christ (although the latter is the more usual) ; 
also gurpoctev tov Ocod, ver. 13, instead of airod, is no objection to the ref- 
erence to God, as the repetition of the name in full shortly after its men- 
tion is not rare; comp. li. 2; Eph. iv. 12, 16; Winer, p. 136 [E. T. 144].— 
The optatives (not infinitives, as Bretschneider thinks, who without justi- 
fication supplies day tyiv) rieovdca and repiocetoa are in a transitive sense : 
but the Lord make you to become rich and abound in love. On rieovaferv, comp. 
LXX. Num. xxvi. 54; Ps. lxxi. 21; on repicceteww, comp. Eph.i. 8; 2 Cor. 
ix. 8, ete. Erroneously Theodoret, whom Cornelius a. Lapide follows, 
takes x/covdca by itself, of the external increase of the church: ebyera 
Toivuy aitovs Kai tT@ apiiud meovdoa Kal TH aydry TEepicoeioa, Tovréote Tedeiav 
abtiy Krhoacbat, Gore undév éXeirew avTy. So also Olshausen and Koch erro- 
neously distinguish x7eovdfew and repiccetew as cause and effect : to increase, 
and arising from this increase, abundance. Similarly Fromond. as extensio 
and intensio charitatis,—ei¢ a422420vc] towards fellow-Christians.—el¢ ravrac] 
is not an explication of cic a2AG2ovc: erga vos invicem et quidem omnes, 
which Koppe thinks possible, but means toward all men generally. 
Estius: etiam infideles et vestrae salutis inimicos. Theodoret, without 
reason, limits it to fellow-Christians of all places; whilst he interprets ei¢ 
aAdfiove of fellow-Christians in Thessalonica.—xafarep nai jyeic eic tuac] 
8c. Th aydry TAcovalouev Kal repiccetoper, as we also are rich in love and abound 
towards you. Only this completion of the ellipsis corresponds to the con- 
text, and the objection to it, that rAeovdfew and repiooeberv is used first in a 
transitive and then in an intransitive sense, is of no force, as the passage 
of the one into the other here is so insensible and easy, that no reader 
could take objection to it. Arbitrary are the completions of Calvin : affecti 
sumus; Noésselt: animati sumus; Baumgarten-Crusius: éyovev (?); Pelt 
and Schott: roAApv ayarnv éyouev; Wolf (and so essentially already Mus- 
culus): mepiocetoa, abundare nos in vos faciat; in which latter case the 
accusative judc (as certainly Laurent, Neutestam. Studien, Gotha 1866, p. 


1 Entirely erroneously, Piscator begins with this verse the second or exhortative portion of 
the Epistle. 
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188, actually reads, but without justification) must be put in place of the 
nominative juez. Also, supplying the simple copula swmus (Grotius) is to 
be rejected, which would suppose a form of speech entirely un-Grecian. 
Correctly, according to the sense, Theophylact: éyere yap pérpov Kai mapd- 
detypa THC ayarne Huds. 

Ver. 13. The final aim is derived from the wish, ver. 12, because love is 
the fulfilling of the law (Rom. xiii. 10), and the band of perfection 
(Col. iii. 14).—eie 7d orypigac] [LIL ¢, d.] not so that (Pelt, Baumgarten- 
Crusius) ; also, not so much as «a? orypigac (Koppe), by which the words 
would only annex a new wish to the preceding. It is designed to intro- 
duce a majus, a greater, specifying the higher or final aim to which zeovd- 
few and repicociew are to conduct. But the subject in orypifae is not ri 
ayarnv (Oecumenius), but rdv xbpiov (which, however, is not, with Theophy- 
lact and Schrader, to be converted into the idea 7d veda); or, with the 
contingent spuriousness of 6 xipio¢ in ver. 12: God and Christ, ver. 11.— 
’ ornpigac denotes confirming, strengthening generally, not confirming in the 
faith (Flatt, Pelt), against which is the context—rd¢ xapdiac] Chrysos- 
tom: ovk elrev bude ornpigat, aAAG Tac Kapdiag budv. ’Ex yap tie Kapdiac éépyov- 
Tat diadoyiopot rovypol.—apéutrove] proleptic: so that you will be blameless. 
Comp. 1 Cor. i. 8; Phil. iii. 21 (according to the correct reading); Winer, 
p. 579 [E. T. 624]; Kithner, IT. p. 121.—év dywwoivy] belongs not to orypigtar, 
but to auéuxrove, specifying the sphere in which the blamelessness is to be 
shown. The expression denotes the condition of holiness, comp. Rom. 1. 
4; 2 Cor. vii. 1; erroneously Koppe: alias dysacuéc, and Olshausen : 
dywotvy is the process of becoming holy, the result of which is dy:acpdée.— 
Eu poober Tov Ocoi'] before God, according to His judgment, His judicial sen- 
tence, belongs neither to dywotvy [Koppe, Pelt), nor to auéurroue (de Wette, 
Koch), but to the whole auéurrovg év dywoivy.—perd ravtov tov dyiwv avtov] 
Flatt, with whom Hofmann, in his Schriftbeweis, IT. 2, ed. 1, p. 595, agrees 
(he construes the passage differently in ed. 2, p. 649, and in his H. Sehr. 
N. T., without altering his interpretation of oi ay:or), unites the clause with 
auéurrroug év dywoivy: “in order that ye may appear blameless on that day 
with all who are consecrated to God, who are the genuine members of 
His people, who truly honor God and Christ.” So also Musculus; and 
also Benson and Olshausen (comp. also Bouman, Chartae theol. I. p. 81 
ff.), although they do not construe with Musculus and Flatt, understand by 
aywr the earlier perfected believers. But the difficulty which impelled 
Flatt to this interpretation (and in which Schrader finds even an objection 
against the authenticity of the Epistle), namely, that déycoe in the New Tes- 
tament never denotes the angels when it is by itself, that is, without the 
addition of dyyedo., vanishes, as—(1) The advent is considered as glorified 
by the appearance of angels; comp. 2 Thess. i.7; Matt. xvi. 27, xxv. 31; 
Mark viii. 88; Luke ix. 26, (2) In the Old Testament without any further 
addition DUD, and in the LXX. oi déyw, is a designation of the angels: 


1 Baumgarten-Crusius, Alford and Ellicott refer the words to the glorified believers and the 
angels. 


NOTES. er 509 


comp. e.g. Zech. xiv.5; Dan. iv. 10; and therefore this current designa- 
tion cannot surprise us in Paul. Also, what Hofmann in the above- 
mentioned place urges in favor of Flatt’s interpretation is without force. 
For to “the probability of the three prepositions éuxpootev, é, and peré 
being used in a similar connection,” is opposed the greater naturalness 
and easiness of the connection of yera xévtwv tov dyiwv abrov with the 
directly preceding év 7) xapovcia rod kupiov judv Inood. “And that also the 
connection” supports Flatt’s explanation, “since the brotherly love in 
which the Thessalonians are to grow finds its suitable reward in sharing at 
length the blessed fellowship of all the saints of God,” so that hereby is 
already introduced “ what the apostle has particularly to teach the Chris- 
tians of Thessalonica for their comfort, that those believers who fell asleep 
before the Advent of the Lord will not be wanting at it,” can only be 
maintained without arbitrariness, if not only the explanation in iy. 1-12, 
but the section iv. 13 ff., be directly joined to iii. 13; and then this section 
would be introduced with 0b @éAouev yap tpac ayvoeiv, instead of with Ov 
Béiouev dé buac ayvoriv.—Moreover, the concluding word aizov is more cor- 
rectly referred to rot Gcov, than, with Pelt, Riggenbach, and others, to row 
xupiov 7udv "Incod. 


Nores py AMERICAN EDIToR. 
LIL. Vv. 1-10. 


(a) 616, which Liinem. connects with iii. 20, is probably in thought, if not gram- 
matically, to be connected with the general idea of iii. 17-20.—(6) As to the in- 
consistency between Acts xvii. 14, xviii. 5 and what is stated in vv. 1, 2 of this 
chapter, it depends on two things: (1) the meaning of kararepbjvar; (2) the 
question as to whether the statements of the Acts exclude the supposition of a 
journey of Timothy to Athens, and thence to Thessalonica, in the interval be- 
tween Acts xvii. 14 and xviii.5. With reference to the latter point, it seems 
quite improbable that Timothy should have gone thus to Athens, without any al- 
lusion being made to it by Luke, and even with intimations in his narrative which 
would convey an opposite impression. If Paul had desired Timothy to go to 
Thessalonica, it would seem more natural that he should have sent him a request 
to do so, while he was yet in Bercea. With reference to the former point, it must 
be admitted that the verb, more naturally and according to its strict sense, means 
to be left behind, as if by other persons who had been in the same place. But— 
considering that Paul had requested Silas and Timothy (Acts xvii. 15) to come to 
him with all speed, when he went from Bercea to Athens, and must accordingly 
haye waited for them with earnest desire—it is questionable whether he 
might not use this verb to express the idea of being left still longer alone in 
Athens, as he would be if Timothy were sent from Bercea to Thessalonica. The 
possibilities of explanation in the case are such, at all events, that the difference 
between Paul and Luke cannot be justly said to be irreconcilable. As for the 
words éréubauev ver. 2 and éreppa ver. 5, they can be interpreted consistently with 
either a sending from Athens, or a request communicated from Athens to Timothy 
at Bercea, though, if there were nothing to suggest the opposite, they would 
doubtless be naturally understood in the former way.—(c) The explanation of de 
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W., Buttm., Ell, and others, which makes 70 yndéva caivecSa of ver. 3 depend on 
mapaxadécat, does not seem to be “absolutely impossible,” as Liinem. maintains— 
his position with regard to 1 Tim. vi. 2 is doubtful, to say the least ;—and if this 
construetion is allowable, it is, on the whole, the simplest and most natural. No 
serious objection, however, can be made to the construction which Liinem. him- 
self proposes, making the words appositional to the whole preceding sentence.— 
(d) Grimm (Lex. N.T.) and Meyer on Gal. ii. 2 agree with Liinem. and de W. 
in giving to w#roc (ver. 5) the interrogative force. The ordinary use of this par- 
ticle in Paul’s writings is against this view, and there are strong arguments against 
it in Gal. ii. 2. Here, it may have this sense, but not improbably it should be 
rendered, with R. V. and many comm., lest by any means, lest haply.—(e) The con- 
nection of apre (ver. 6) with zapexAjSnuev, which Liinem. favors, is opposed by 
two considerations: (1) the remoteness of the verb from the adverb, and (2) the 
fact that the verb is introduced by dca tovro, The emphasis on aprz, if connected 
with éAévroc, can be accounted for, by the desire to point to the arrival of Timo- 
thy (and thus of the tidings concerning the church) as very recent, and by the 
contrast of Timothy’s present arrival with his past mission. The insertion of dca 
tovro is not unnatural, if apt: is connected with the participle. Whether con- 
nected thus or not, 6a rovro refers to the same thing—the news which Timothy 
had brought. And, as for the use of the perfect, tapaxexAjueda, instead of the 
aorist, which Liinem. claims would be expected of apt: was intended to qualify 
éASdévroc, all that can be properly affirmed is that the perfect might have been 
used, but, when we consider the uses of the aorist by the N. T. writers, and the 
comparative infrequency of the perfect, the absence of the latter tense here cannot 
be pressed as an argument of weight. R.V. renders: “But when Timothy came 
even now unto us.” Whether apt is connected with the participle or the verb, 
the indication of the passage is that the letter was written (as Liinem. also holds), 
immediately after the arrival of Timothy, and, as there is no indication that 
Timothy went to Athens after visiting Thessalonica, and as he is stated in the Acts 
(xviii. 5) to have rejoined Paul in Corinth, this verse answers to that pessage and 
thus harmonizes with Luke’s account. There can be no reasonable doubt, there- 
fore, that the Epistle was written at Corinth—(f) Cauev (ver. 8) is a strong 
rhetorical expression, showing how dependent he was for his peace and happiness 
on the condition of his converts—as if his very life rested upon their standing 
firm. Whether there is a suggestion in the verb of a Javarog¢ as figuratively in- 
volved in OAie and avayky, as Liinem., Alf. Ell, and others suppose, is more 
doubtful. The answer to this question will depend on whether 67: is to be con- 
nected solely with rapexAjdnuev ty’ duiv dia tHe TicTewcs, and én macy K.7.A. is a 
mere clause setting forth the circumstances, or whether, on the other hand, these 
last-mentioned words are made an essential and prominent part of that to which 
dre refers.—(g) The explanation of deduevoe (ver. 10) which Liinem. gives is to be 
adopted—the relation of thanksgiving to prayer corresponding, thus, with that 
in i, 2 and elsewhere. 


LIT. Vy. 11-13. 


(a) The section closes with a prayer, which, following the course of all that 
precedes, refers, first, to Paul himself in relation to his work for the readers, and, 
secondly, to their personal growth in the Christian life and virtues. The request 


NOTES. 511 


with regard to himself is in the direct line of that expression of feeling which has 

occupied the earlier verses. He desires that his way to them may be made 
straight—(5) The union of 6 ktpiog ju. "Ino. with 6 Gedc, as the subject of a common 
verb in the singular number, is pressed by Ell. as “asserting simply and plainly, 
that the Eternal Son is here distinguished from the Father in respect of His per- 
sonality, but mystically united with Him in respect of His Godhead.” It must be 
admitted that this is one of the more striking among the passages in which the 
two are thus placed together, and that this peculiar union in so many cases is a 
fact worthy of serious consideration in the discussion of the doctrine of the Divinity 
of Christ—(c) otypigae (ver. 18)—comp. ver. 2. The apostle had sent Timothy 
for this purpose, and now prays that he may be enabled to go himself for the same 
end. The establishing them thus has reference to their appearing blameless in 
holiness before God at the coming of the Lord Jesus.—(d) Though only a message 
of friendly affection, and that of a somewhat repetitious character, these chapters, 
as the careful reader will observe, are not without a rhetorical plan. The parts 
answer to one another accurately ; they move forward from his life among them, 
and its effects, to his anxiety for them in his absence, the means which he adopted 
to learn of their condition, and the joy which he felt as he heard of the growth 
and strength of their faith. He places, in every part, his relation to them in 
parallelism with their love to him and their relation to the gospel. And he 
closes each chapter with the thought which is uppermost in his own mind and in 
theirs—the Lord’s coming, which they were waiting for. They had turned from 
their old worshiping of idols to serve the living God and to wait for this coming. 
He hoped to find in the time of this coming the crown of his glorying. And that 
they might then appear before the God whom they served—his Father and 
theirs—in the perfection of holiness, is his earnest prayer. 
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CHAPTER {[V. 


Ver. 1. Aoréy] Elz. Matth. read Td Aourdv, Correctly rejected, according to 
overwhelming testimony (A B* DEF GK L xy, min. Chrys. cod. Damasc.), by 
Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. Alford and Ellicott. Té arose from the last syl- 
lable of the preceding airov.—obv in the Receptus after Aovtév is erased by 
Tisch. 1. But the omission is only attested by B* some min. Copt. Chrys. and 
Theoph., and might easily have been occasioned by the preceding ov.—After 
Iyoov Elz. has xaag mapeAd Bere rap’ yudv Td wc det bude mepuTareiv Kal apéoxew 
OO iva mepiocebyre waAAov. Defended by Reiche. But iva is to be inserted before 
Kabac mapeddBere, with Lachm. Tisch. 1, 7 and 8, Alford and Ellicott (after B 
D* E* F G, 17, 37, al., Arm. Vulg. It. Ambrosiast. Pel.), and the parenthesis xafo¢ 
kal mepitareite is to be inserted before iva repiocebdyte (after A B D EF G8, min. 
Copt. Aeth. Arm. Syr. p. Slav. ed. Vulg. ms. It. Harl. Ambrosiast.). Internal 
criticism also requires this. For iva mepiocebyte presupposes the earlier mention 
of a prior commencement (comp. ver. 10), and such a commencement would not 
be implied in the preceding text without kalo¢ xa? reperateire. Evidently the 
apostle would originally have written iva, xaba¢ rapeAaBete zap’ yudv TO TOC K.T.2., 
obtwe Kat mepiratyre; but, while writing, altered this his intended expression, that 
he might not say too little, wishing to notice the good beginning already made by 
the Thessalonians. The repetition of iva after so long an intervening clause was 
too natural, so that it might excite suspicion—Ver. 6. mpoeitouev. So Griesbach 
and Schott, after A K L, most min. (as it appears) Clem. Chrys. Theodoret, al. ; 
whilst Elz. Matth. Lachm., Tisch., Alford, Ellicott, after B (e sil. DEF GX, al. 
read mpoeirauev,.—Ver, 8. Elz. has tov cat dévta, kai is wanting in A B D*** EK, 
min. edd. Syr. Arr. al., Ath. Chrys, al. Erased by Lachm. and Tisch.1. How- 
ever, it might easily have been omitted, the eye of the translator passing from Tév 
to dévra.—Instead of dovra, B D E F G 8* 67* et al., mult. edd. Ath. Didym. have 
diévra, Preferred by Lachm. and Tisch. 1 and 8. But didévra appears to be a 
correction from a dogmatic point of view, in order, instead of the objectionable 
preterite, to obtain the statement that the Holy Spirit is permanently communicated 
to believers.—buac] Elz. has uac. Against B DEF G K LX, min. plur. edd. 
Syr. Arr. Arm. Syr. p. in m, It. al. Didym. Ambrosiast. An alteration in con- 
formity with a reference to the apostle himself implied in the preceding év0parov. 
—Ver. 9. Instead of the meaningless Rec. &yete (comp. commentary on ver. 9), 
Exouev is to be received, after B [et youev] D* F G 8**** min. Vulg. It. Chrys 
Theoph. Ambrosiast. Recommended by Griesbach. Received by Lachm. and 
Tisch. 1. “Eyere is taken from vy. 1—Ver. 11. raic Xepoiv] Elz. has raic¢ idiare 
xepoiv. "Idiaw, defended by Reiche, suspected by Griesb., and erased by Lachm, 
Tisch. Alford, and Ellicott, after B D* E? F G@ & **** 31, 46, al, Aeth. Arm. 
Vulg. It. Bas. Chrys. Theoph. Ambrosiast. Pel. Gloss for the sake of strengthen- 
ing, arising from rd idca—Ver. 18. SéAouev] Elz. has SéAo, Against preponder- 
ating testimonies (A B DEF GL 8, min. pl. vss. [also It. and Vulg.] and 
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Fathers). Instead of the Receptus kexorunuévor, AB x, 39, al., Or. Damase. Chrys. 
ms. (alic.) have xocuwuévwr. So Lachm. Tisch. 1, 2,8, Alford and Ellicott,— 
Ver. 16. Elz. has tpérov. D* F G, Vulg. It. Cyr. Theoph. ed. Tert. Ambrosiast. 
al. read xp@rot.—Ver. 17. Elz. has aravryow, D* EX? FG read travryow.—Elz, 
has tov xupiov. D* E*? FG, Vulg. It. Tert. al. read 76 Xpicrd. 


ConTENTS.—The apostle entreats and exhorts his readers to progress 
with the greatest earnestness in the Christian life, which they had begun, 
according to the instructions and commandments which they had 
received. God desires holiness; they shduld therefore abstain from for- 
nication, covetousness, and overreaching their neighbors (vv. 1-8). He 
has no necessity to exhort them to active brotherly love; they practise 
this already far and wide ; but he exhorts them to increase therein, and to 
seek honor in distinguishing themselves by a quiet and busy life (vv. 
9-12). With regard to their anxiety for the fate of their fellow-Christians 
who had fallen asleep before the commencement of the advent, it may 
serve for their information and comfort that those who are then alive 
would receive no preference over those who are already asleep; Christ 
will descend from heaven; then will the dead rise first, and afterward the 
living also will be uplifted with them to eternal fellowship with the Lord 
(vy. 13-18). 

Ver. 1. [On vy. 1-12, see Note LILI. pages 538, 539.] To Aordy (see critical 
remark) would now directly oppose what follows with what precedes: 
“for the rest,” “what is yet besides to be said;” whereas Aowrdv is a less 
prominent particle of transition—“ besides.” Both forms, however, intro- 
duce something different from what precedes, and serve properly to intro- 
duce the concluding remarks of an Epistle; comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 11; Phil. 
iv. 8; Eph. vi. 10; 2 Thess. iii. 1. Here Aorréy introduces the second por- 
tion of the Epistle, and that in an entirely natural and usual manner, as 
this second portion is the concluding portion of the Epistle—(10) Ac:év is 
incorrectly explained by Chrysostom, Theophylact : dei pév kai eig 7d dinveréc ; 
Theodoret, to whom Oecumenius, though wavering, adheres: aroypévtwe ; 
Luther: “furthermore ;” Baumgarten-Crusius: “generally, what is the 
main thing.”—viv] therefore, represents what follows as an inference from 
the preceding, and especially from iii. 18. As it is the final destination 
of Christians to be dyeurro: év dywoivg, in order to reach this end prayer 
directed to God does not suffice, but also man’s own striving is requisite ; 
so the apostle beseeches and exhorts his readers to increase in striving 
after a holy walk. Comp. Theodoret: Tottw kexpnpévor TO oxorg mpoopépopev 
iyiv thy rapaiveow. Calixtus refers oiv to the idea of the judgment taken 
from iii. 13: Ergo, . . . . quum sciatis non stare res nostras fine tempo- 
rali aut terreno, sed exspectari adventum domini a coelis ad judicium, 
precamur vos et obtestamur, etc. Incorrectly Musculus : Quum igitur 
gratiam hanc acceperitis a domino, ut in fide illius firmi persistatis, quem- 
admoduim ex relatione Timothei cum ingenti gaudio accepi: quod jam 
reliquum est, rogo et hortor, etc.—épwrar] in the classics is used only in 
the sense of to inquire (see the Lexicons); here, as in v. 12, 2 Thess. ii, 1, 
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Phil. iv. 8, John iv. 40, xiv. 16, Acts xxiii. 20, etc., in the sense of to request, 
to beseech, analogous to the Hebrew ONW (so also the English to ask), which 
unites both meanings. ’Epwrauev denotes the entreating address of a 
friend to a friend; rapaxaiovpev év xupiv, the exhortation in virtue of the 
apostolic office, thus the exhortation of a superior to subordinates.—év 
xvpiy] in the Lord, belongs only to rapaxadoiuev (against Hofmann), and 
means, as in Rom. ix. 1, 2Cor. ii. 17, xii. 19, Eph. iv. 17, as found in 
Christ, by means of life-fellowship with Him, Paul being only the organ 
of Christ; not for the sake of the Lord (Flatt), which would require é:a 
rov kopiov; also not per dominum Jesum, as a form of oath (Estius, Grotius, 
and others), against which is the Greek usage; comp. Fritzsche on Rom. 
ix. 1; Kiihner, II. p. 807.\—iva] the contents of the request and exhorta- 
tion in the form of its purpose.—rapeAdBere] see on ii. 13. Oecumenius, 
after Chrysostom (and so also Theophylact, also Pelt): rd mapeAaBere odxt 
pnudtav povov éotiv, aAAd Kai rpaypdtwv & ov yap avto¢ EBiov, ToTog Toi¢ wabnTaig 
éyivero. But this extension of the idea is arbitrarily inserted against the 
natural meaning of the word, and against ver. 2.—ré] is not superfluous 
(Grotius), but specifies in a substantive sense the following words, in order 
to collect them into one idea, as in Rom. iv. 13, viii. 26, xiii. 9; Gal. v. 14; 
Phil. iv. 10; Luke i.62.. Comp. Winer, p. 103. [E. T. 108]; Bremi, ad 
Demosth. de Cherson. p 236.—xai apécxe eG] and (thereby) to please God, is 
co-ordinate to repirareiv, although logically considered it is the consequence 
of mepurareiv; mepexareiv can only be the means of dapéoxeww.—repioceiyre | 8c. 
év TO obTw¢ Tepirateiv. Falsely Theophylact, adhering to Chrysostom: iva 
mAéov Te Tig EvTOARe giAotiupove roveiv Kal drepBalvyte Ta emiTdyuata.—paAAov] a 
further intensification, as isa favorite custom with Paul; comp. iv. 10; 
Phil. i. 283; 2 Cor. vii. 18, etc. 

Ver. 2. A strengthening of rapeAdBere rap’ judv, ver. 1, by appealing to 
the knowledge of the readers: for it is well known to you, ye will thus be 
the more willing to repiocetev, This appeal to their own knowledge is 
accordingly by no means useless, and still less un-Pauline (Schrader, 
Baur), as it is elsewhere not rare with Paul; comp. Gal. iv. 18; 1 Cor. xv. 
1 ff., etc.,—rapayyedia:] not evangelii praedicatio, in qua singula praecepta 
semine quasi inclusa latitant (Pelt), against which is the context and the 
plural form; but commands (comp. Acts v. 28, xvi. 24; 1 Tim. i. 5, 18), and 
that to a Christian life. The stress is on tivac, to which rovro, ver. 3, cor- 
responds.—did tov kupiov 'Ijoov] through the Lord Jesus, by means of Him, 
i.e. Paul did not command v éavrov, but Christ Himself was represented 
by him as the Giver of the xapayyediaz. Comp. Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 
235 f. Schott blends the ideas in a strange manner: Auxilio sive benefi- 
cio Christi, siquidem Paulus, ab ipso domino ad provinciam apostoli 
obeundam vocatus, dv’ aroxaAhyewe Xpiotod inter illos docuerat. So also de 
Wette : by means of the revelation given in the Lord, so that the general 
divine truth is communicated through Him. Falsely Pelt, dé is equiva- 
lent to év; and Grotius, accepta is to be supplied. 


1Falsely, moreover, Theophylact: dpa 8  afidmerov éavrdv elvar dyoiw, aAAG TOV Xpic- 
Tarevoppocvvyy, Omws ovde mpds TO Tapakadeiy Tov mapaAdauBaver K.T.A. 
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Ver. 3. Further specification of tivac tapayyediac, according to its con- 
tents. rovro yap écrw VéAjua Tov Ocod] for this (the following) is the will of 
God.—rowro] not the predicate (de Wette, 2d ed.), but the subject (comp. 
Rom. ix. 8; Gal. iii. 7; Winer, 5th ed. p. 130) is emphatically placed first, 
accordingly not superfluous (Pelt).—8éA2na rod Ocod| without the article, as 
the will of God is not exhausted with what is afterwards adduced. The 
words are without emphasis ; they resume only the idea already expressed 
in ver. 2, although in another form. For a command given 6a ro% xvpiov 
‘Inoov is nothing else than 9éAzua tov Ood.—é dyraopdc iuor] namely, your 
sanctification, in apposition to rovro and the subject-matter, whereas rotro 
was only a preliminary and nominal subject. dyacuéc has an active 
meaning, your sanctification, (iuav, the genitive of the object), i.e. that you 
sanctify yourselves, not passive (Est., Koppe, Usteri, p. 236; Olsh., B.-Crus), 
also Huther on 1 Pet.i.1,2.3d ed.,sothat it would be identical with dywoivy, 
ili. 13. Calov., Wolf, Flatt, de W., Koch, Alford, and others take dyacudc as 
a “quite general” idea, under which not only azéyeoSa: x.7.2., but also 
ver. 6, are specified as particulars. This view, in itself entirely suitable, 
becomes impossible by the article 76 before izepBaivew, ver. 6. This does 
not permit us to consider ver. 6 as a parallel statement to aréyeoda, ver. 3, 
and eidéva:, ver. 4, but places the statement 76 p7 imepBaiver x.7.A. evidently 
on the same level with 6 dy:asyoc tuov. Accordingly rovro receives a double 
specification of the subject-matter in the form of apposition—(1) in 6 
ayiacpdc tov, and (2) in 1d py imepBaivery, ver. 6. Thus the meaning is; 
For the following is the will of God, first, that ye sanctify yourselves, and 
then that ye overreach not, etc. But from this relation of the sentences it 
follows that dysacué¢ must denote holiness in a special sense, i.e. must be 
considered in special reference to sins of lust, thus must be used of striv- 
ing after chastity (Turretin, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, Bloomfield, and 
others).—é dy:acyic ipvéev is further epexegetically explained—(1) negatively 
by axéyeoda: iuac and tHe topveiac, and (2) positively by eidévae x.7.4., ver. 4. 
In an entirely erroneous manner by Hofmann, according to whom the 
stress is to be laid on SéAnpa tov OcoW;, tovTo is to indicate aréyeodar x.7.A., 
and 6 dy:aspéc is a parenthetic apposition. Moreover, ‘“‘a contradiction ” 
to the praise of the church, expressed elsewhere in the Epistle, is 
not contained in the exhortation, ver. 3 ff. (Schrader), as the reception 
of Christianity never delivers, as with the stroke of a magician, from 
the wickedness and lusts of the heathen world which have become 
habitual; rather a long and constant fight is necessary for vanquishing 
them. 

Ver. 4. [LIII ¢.] That every one of you may know (understand, be 
capable; comp. Col. iv. 6; Phil. iv. 12) to acquire his own vessel in sanctifi- 
cation and honor. By cxevoc, Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damascenus, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Tertullian, Pelagius, Haimo, Calvin, Zeger, Mus- 
culus, Hemming, Bullinger, Zanchius, Hunnius, Drusius, Piscator, Gom- 
arus, Aretius, Vorstius, Cornelius a Lapide, Beza, Grotius, Calixt, Calovius, 
Hammond, Turretin, Benson, Bengel, Macknight, Zachar., Flatt, Olsh., 
B.-Crus., Bloomfield, Linder, St. u. Kr., 1867, Meyer (Rom. 5th ed. p. 84), and 
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others, understand the body (rd cdya).! But—(1) xrao@e cannot in any 
way be reconciled with this interpretation. For that can only denote to 
gain, to acquire, but not to own, to possess (for which one in vain appeals to 
Luke xxi. 19; Sir. vi. 7, xxii. 23, li. 20). If one would, with Olshausen 
(comp. also Chrysostom), retain the idea of acquiring, and then find the 
sense: “to guide and master his body as the true instrument of the soul,” 
yet, as de Wette remarks, the contrast yj év mabec éxifuuiac, ver. 5, which 
likewise belongs to «rac$a, would be irreconcilable with it. (2) The body 
may be compared with a cxevoc, or, When the context points to it, may be 
figuratively so called, but cxevo¢ by itself can hardly be put in the sense of 
coua. All the passages which are usually brought forward do not prove 
the contrary; e.g. Barnabas, Hp. vii. and xi.: 1d oxedog tod mvetparog 
(avrov), where oxevog has its usual meaning, and only the full expression 
serves as a circumlocution for the body of Christ.2 How different also 
from our passage is 2 Cor. iv. 7, by the addition dorpaxivo, according to 
which the céua is only compared with a ckevoc dotpaxwwov! (3) The position 
of the words 18 éavroi, oxevoc is against it. For éavrov can only be placed 
first, because the emphasis rests on it; but a reference to the body of an 
individual cannot be emphatic; it would require to be written 70 oxevo¢ 
éavrov. Olshausen certainly finds in éavrov a support for the opposite view ; 
but how arbitrary is his assertion, that by the genitive “the subjectivity, 
the vyf, is distinguished from the oxevoc,” as only the belonging, the private 
possession, can be designated by éavrov! (4) The context also does not lead 
us to understand oxevoc of the body. Paul, namely, has brought forward the 
dy:acuéc Of his readers as the will of God, and has further explained 
this dy:aopdc, first, negatively as an abstinence from fornication. If, now, 
this negative specification is still further explained by a positive one, this 
further positive addition can only contain the reverse, that. is, the require- 
ment to satisfy the sexual impulse in chastity and honor. The words import 
this, if oxedo¢ is understood in its original meaning, “retain a vessel,” and 
the expression as a figurative designation of wife. How suitable does the 
emphatic éavrod become through this interpretation, the apostle, in con- 
trast to the qopveia, the Venus vulgivaga, urging that every one should 
acquire his own vessel or means to appease the sexual impulse—that is, 
should enter into marriage, ordained by God for the regulation of fleshly 
_ lusts; comp. 1 Cor. vii. 2, where the same principle is expressed. To 


1In a special manner Ernest Schmid ex- 
plains it; Suum vas i.e. suum corpus et in 
specie sua membra, quibus ad daxa@apoiav 
homo abuti potest. So also Majus, Observat. 


quidem quasi vas est aut aliquod animi recep- 
taculum, Lucretius, iii. 441: corpus, quod 
vas quasi constitit ejus (sc. animae). 

8So, in essentials, Theodore Mopsuestius 


sacr. III. p.75. Schomer, Woken, and Triller 
(comp. Wolf in loc.). Bolten, entirely con- 
trary to the context; 7d éavrod cxedos is,“ his 
means, his vessels, or singularis pro plurali, 
. his goods, his utensils.” 

2Philo, quod deter. pot. ins. p. 186: 7d Tis 
Wuxis ayyelov 7) gama, and de migr. Abrah. 
p. 418: rots dyyetors ris Wuxis oobpmate Kai 
aig@joe. Cicero, disput. Tusc. i. 22: corpus 


(ed. Fritzsche, p. 145: Sxedos thy idiay éxaorov 
yaueTyv dvoudger); tives in Theodoret (rnv 
oudgvya); Augustin, contra Julian. iv. 10, v. 9; 
de nupt. et coneup. i. 8; Thomas Aquinas, 
Zwingli, Estius, Balduin, Heinsius, Seb. 
Schmid, Wetstein, Schoettgen, Michaelis, 
Koppe, Schott, de Wette, Koch, Bisping, 
Ewald, Alford, Ellicott, Hofmann, nee a 
bach, and others. 
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regard the expression oxevoc as a figurative designation of wife is the less 
objectionable, as this figurative designation is besides supported by Jewish 
usage.’ éxaorov duav] every one of you, sc. who does not possess the gift of 
continence; comp. 1 Cor. vii. 1, 2—’ dyes cad Tun] in chastity and 
honor, belongs not to éxacrov, so that évra would require to be supplied 
(Koppe, Schott), but to «rao@a, and is an epexegesis to éavrov, so that after 
kraodac a Comma is to be put. In 7d éavrod oxedoc xraodac there is contained 
Kracvac év dyaou@ «7.2, already implicitly included. Accordingly, by this 
addition there is by no means expressed in what way one should marry, 
which, as a too special prescription, would certainly be unsuitable; but 
ver. 4 contains only the general prescription, instead of giving oneself up 
to fornication, to marry, and this is opposed as honorable and sanctified to 
what is dishonorable and unsanctified. 

Ver. 5 brings forward the prescription é dyacu@ Kat ryw% ONCe More on 
account of its importance, but now in a negative form.—py év wdbee éxibv- 
piac] not in the passion of desire. Accordingly, Paul does not here forbid 
éx#vuia, for this in itself, as a natural impulse, rests on the holy ordinance 
of God, but a zdoc éxifyyiac, that is, a condition where sense has been 
converted into the ruling principle or into passion.2—«ai] after kxabdrep is 
not added for the sake of elegance (Pelt), but is the usual «ai after particles 
of comparison; see ii. 14, iii. 6, 12, iv. 6,13; Rom. iv. 6, etc.; Hartung, 
Partikell. I. p. 126.—ra ju} eidéra tov Oc6v] of whom nothing better is to be 
expected. Comp. on the expression, Gal. iv. 8; 2 Thess. i. 8. 

Ver. 6. The second chief point which the apostle subordinates to the 
6éAnua tod Ocov (ver. 3), adding to the prohibition of unchastity the further 
prohibition of covetousness and overreaching our neighbor (Nicolas Lyrensis, 
Faber Stapulus, Zwingli, Calvin, Bullinger, Zanchius, Hunnius, Luc. 
Osiander, Balduin, Aretius, Vorstius, Gomarus, Grotius, Calovius, Clericus, 
Wolf, Koppe, Flatt, de Wette, Koch, Bouman, supra, p. 82, Bisping, 
Ewald, Hofmann, Riggenbach, and others). It is true Chrysostom, Theo- 
doret, John Damascenus, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Jerome on Eph. v. 
5, Erasmus, Clarius, Zeger, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Heinsius, Whitby, 
Benson, Wetstein, Kypke, Bengel, Baumgarten, Zachar., Michaelis, Pelt, 
Schott, Olshausen, Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott, and others, refer it still to 
the prohibition of unchastity given in vv. 4, 5, whilst they find in ver. 6 a 
particular form of it designated, namely, adultery, and consider the sen- 
tence as dependent on eidéva: (Pelt), or as in apposition to wv. 4,5. But 
this is without justification. For—(1) the expressions imepfaivew and 
mdeovexteiy most naturally denote a covetous, deceitful conduct in common 


> 


1Thus it is said in Megilla Esther, i. 11: In 
convivio illius impii aliqui dixerunt: mulieres 
Medicae sunt pulchriores, alii vero: Persicae 
sunt pulchriores. Dixit ad eos Ahasverus: 
vas meum, quo ego utor (12 WHANWD "IRW 
555), neque Medicum neque Persicum est, 
sed Chaldaicum. Comp. Sohar Levit. fol. 38, 
col. 152; Quicunque enim semen suum im- 


mittit in vas non bonum, ille semen suum 
deturpat. See Schoettgen, Hor. hebr. p. 827. 
Lastly, add to this that the expression xtao- 
@ac yvvaixa, in the sense of ducere uxorem, 
is usual; comp. Xenoph. Conviv. ii. 10: ravrnv 
(ZavOinrnv) xéxtnuar; LXX. Ruth iv, 10; Sir. 
Exxvi. 24, 

2Theodore Mopsuestius (ed. Fritzsche, p. 
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‘ 
social intercourse. (2) If the discourse had been only of zopveia, the words 
rept xdvtwv Tobrwv would scarcely have been put. Different kinds of ropveia 
must at least have been previously enumerated. But not even this could 
be the case, as then to the dissuasion from sopveia in general, the dissuasion 
from a special kind of ropveia would be united. (3) Lastly, the article 
imperatively requires us to consider 7d . . . airod as parallel to 6 dycacpos 
jnov, ver. 8, and, accordingly, as a second object different from the first. 
If Pelt objects against our view that a mention of covetousness (ver. 6) 
would occur “plane inexspectato,” he does not consider that lust and 
covetousness were the two cardinal vices of the heathen world, and that 
Paul was accustomed elsewhere to mention them together; comp. Eph. 
iv. 19, v. 8,5; Col. iii. 5. Also, the further objection which is insisted on, 
that on account of ver. 7 an exhortation to chastity must be contained in 
ver. 6, is not convincing, as there is nothing to prevent us taking dxatapoia 
and dycaopéc, ver. 7 (see on passage), in the wider sense.—ré] not equiva- 
lent to ore (Baumgarten-Crusius), but a second exponent of the object- 
matter of OéAzua tov Ocod (ver. 3).—*zepBaiverr] here only in the N. T., 
stands absolutely : justos fines migrare, to grasp too far (Luther). What 
Paul particularly understood by the entirely general uj ixepSaivew he 
himself indicates by xa? mAeovexreiy . . . avtovd, Which latter words, as u@ is 
not repeated before wAeovexreiv, can contain no independent requirement, 
but must be an explanatory specification of irepBaiverr, ai is accordingly 
to be understood in the sense of “and indeed.” Others, as Beza, Koppe, 
Pelt, Baumgarten-Crusius, Alford, Ellicott, Hofmann, Riggenbach, have 
united both verbs with rov adeAgév. But the union of trepBaivew with a per- 
sonal object is objectionable, and also in the two passages adduced for it 
by Kypke (Plut., de amore prolis, p. 496, and Dem., adv. Aristocrat. p. 439) 
the meaning opprimere is at least not demonstrable. Moreover, not 
éxaorov, from ver. 4 (B.-Crus., Alford), but rwd, is to be considered as the 
subject to 7d uw) brepBaive K.7.A,—eovexteiv] expresses the overreaching, 
the fraudulent pursuit of our own gain springing from coyetousness (comp. 
2 Cor. vii. 2, xii. 17, 18), not. the covetous encroaching upon the posses- 
sion of a brother, as a figurative expression for adultery.—év 7@ pdypate] 
is not verecunde pro concubitu (Estius and those mentioned above), but 
means in the business (now, or at any time in hand). See Winer p. 109 f. [E, 
T. 115]. Too narrow a sense, Piscator: in emendo et vendendo. Rittershus.’ 
Polyc. Leyser (in Wolf), and Koppe consider the article as enclitic (é to 
instead of é rw); unnecessary, and without any analogy in the New 
Testament. Comp. Winer, p. 52 [E.T.53]. But also erroneously, Mack- 
night, Schott, Olshausen, and others, év r@ xpdyyare is equivalent to év 
TobTy TH Tpdyyatt.—rov adeAgdv adrov] is Not equivalent to Tdv rAyciov (Schott, 


165): deav Todt movodvros odkére tadTy os  sio violenti, qualis tyrannorum et potentium 


yuvatki guvdvTos adAd dia pik ovnv amdds, 
Gmep ma0o0s émOupias éexadrecer, 

1Comp. Eurip. Ale. 1077; mn viv drépBacr’, 
GAA’ evatoinws pépe; Il. ix. 501; bre Kev Tus 
Umephin Kai duaptp. The idea of an “ oppres- 


est, qui inferiores injustis exactionibus aut 
aliis illicitis modis premunt,” (Hemming) is 
inserted, and every supplement, as that of 
Piscator, “excedere modum in augendis 
rerum pretiis,” is to be rejected. 
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Koch, and others), but denotes fellow-Christians; comp. ver. 10. This 
limitation of the prohibition to Christians is not surprising (Schrader), as 
there is no emphasis on rév adeAgdv airov (for Otherwise it must have been 
written 7d tov adedgdv aibrov yw) «.7.2.), and accordingly the misinterpreta- 
tion that the conduct of Christians to those who are not Christians is to 
be different, could not possibly arise. Paul simply names the circle 
which stood nearest to the Christians, but without intending to exclude 
thereby the wider circles——éxdcxoc] an avenger ; comp. Rom. xiii. 4. The 
same reason for prohibition in Eph. y. 5, 6; Col. iii. 6; Gal. v. 21. Com- 
pare the saying: fyee Ged¢ éxdiKov dupa (Homer, Batrachom.), which has 
become a proverb.—afdc xai] refers back to-dcért.—rpoeizouer] foretold ; the 
mpo refers to the time preceding the future judgment, and the preterite to 
the time of the apostle’s presence among the Thessalonians.—décewaprupd- 
usa] an intensifying of zpoeiropev. 

Ver. 7. Reason of éxdixog 6 xiptog epi révtoy tobtwv.—éxdiecer] the fuller 
form in ii. 12.—éx? axafapcia] on condition of, or for the purpose of unclean- 
ness ; comp. Gal. y. 13; Eph. ii. 10; Winer, p. 368 [E. T. 394].!\—dxafapoia]} 
is uncleanness, moral impurity generally (comp. ii. 3), and thus includes 
covetousness as well as lust.—a22” év dyiacu@] gives, by means of an abbre- 
viation (comp. Kihner, II. p. 316), instead of the purpose, the result of the 
calling : but in holiness, i.e. so that complete holiness of life has become a 
characteristic property of us Christians. Comp. 1 Cor. vii. 15; Gal. i. 6; 
Eph. iv. 4. But dy:acuéc, as it forms the counterpart to dxabapsia, must 
denote moral holiness in its entire compass, and is accordingly here taken 
in a wider sense than in ver. 3. 

Ver. 8. An inference from ver. 7 (not likewise from ver. 3, Flatt), and 
thereby the conclusion of the matter treated of from ver. 3 and onwards. 
—roryapowv] (Heb. xii. 1) therefore, not: atqui (Koppe, Pelt). See Hartung, 
Partikell. U1. p. 854.—6 aferiv] the rejecter (Gal. ii. 21, ili. 15; 1 Cor. i. 19), 
stands absolutely (used as a substantive). Comp. Winer, p. 331 [E. T. 
353]. What is rejected by him is evident from the context, namely, the 
above exhortations to chastity and disinterestedness. So already Beza, 
But the rejection of these exhortations is actual and practical, manifest- 
ing itself by the transgression of them. To 6 a¥erév Koppe erroneously 
supplies: istam roi dysacuov legem, ver. 7, Pelt and Bloomfield: rv rob 
aytacpov KAgjow, Ernest Schmid : rév ro.aita rapayyéAdovra; Flatt: éué tov 
mapaxadovvra. Itis decisive against the last two supplements, that hitherto 
not the person who gave the exhortations to the Thessalonians, but only 
the contents of those exhortations themselves, are emphatically brought for- 
ward (even on 6 Oeéc¢, ver. 7, there is no emphasis). To seek to determine 
more definitely 6 éderév from the following ob« avdpwrov aderei were arbi- 
trary, as the course of thought in ver. 8 would be interfered with.—ovi« 
GvOpurov dberei GAAa Tov Ocdv] rejecteth not man (this may be excused) but 
God, inasmuch as he who enjoins the readers to avoid lust and covetous- 
ness, impresses on them not his own human opinion, accordingly not a 


1Brasmus: Non yocavit nos hae lege, ut —ditio vocationis erat, ut desineremus esse, 
essemus immundi, siquidem causa et con- quod eramus. 
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mere arbitrary command of man, but delivers to them the solemn and 
unchangeable will of God—ov« . . . a4Aé] is here, as always, an absolute 
contrast, therefore not to be weakened into “ not, but especially,” or, “not 
only, but also” (Macknight, Flatt, and others). Comp. 1 Cor. 1.17; Acts 
v.4; Winer, p. 462 [E. T. 497]; Klotz, ad Devar. p.9 f. In the anarthrous 
singular dvOpwrov, moreover, Paul expresses not merely the general idea 
man in contrast to 6 Oedc, but there is likewise contained therein an (un- 
translatable) subsidiary reference to himself, as the person from whose 
mouth the Thessalonians have heard these commandments. Others 
incorrectly understand by dvdporo¢ the defrauded brother (ver. 6); so 
Oecumenius: tocyapotv 6 rapa Ti KAqgow TpdtTwv (oito¢ yap 6 aberav) Tov 
kakécavta bBpie paddov % Tov TAeovextnbévta’ TovTo dé elme, deuxvdg dc ov 
udvor, évOa 5 adeAgdg 6 adikobuevoc y, det gebyerw THY porxelar, GAAa Kav aroto¢ 
9 «.7.A.; and Pelt: Vestrum igitur quicunque vocationem suam spernit 
fratremque laedit, quem diligere potius debuisset, is sane non hominem 
contemnit, sed, etc.; also Alford. In a manner still more mistaken, 
Hofmann, referring to the whole section vv. 3-6, makes av%pwrov denote 
humanity, against which he sins who misuses the woman for the sake of 
lust, or injures his brother for the sake of gain; whilst with an entirely 
inadmissible comparison of the Hebrew 133, he arbitrarily inserts into 
avereiv the idea of an “ act of sin which is a breach of peace, a violation 
of a holy or righteous relation,” and finds in ver. 8 the impossible and 
wholly abstract thought expressed, that every action which treats man as 
if there were no duty towards man as such, will accordingly be esteemed 
as having not man, but God for its object.—rdv kat dévra 7d rvedua abrod Td 
dy. etc duac] who besides, etc., an emphatic representation of the greatness 
of the crime which the Thessalonians would commit, were they to dis- 
obey these exhortations. In such a case they would not only set at 
nought the eternal will of God, but also repay the great grace which God 
had shown to them with shameful ingratitude. «ai has an intensifying 
force, and brings prominently forward, by an appeal to the conscience of 
the readers, the inexcusableness of such conduct.—rd mvedua abrod rd 
aywov] is the Holy Spirit proceeding from God, who transforms the believer 
into a new personality, and produces extraordinary capabilities and gifts 
(v.19 f.; 1 Cor. xii—xiv.).—sic¢ tuac] is not precisely equivalent to syiv 
(Koppe, Flatt, Pelt), but denotes, instead of the mere logical relation 
which the dative expresses, the communication under the form of locality ; 
accordingly, unto you. 


RemArx.—TIf the present tense d:dévra is read, the communication of the Holy 
Spirit is represented as something continuing in the present. If, along with 
didérra, the reading of the Receptus, ei¢ #uac, is retained, this may be either taken 
in a wide sense, as jag in ver. 7, “to us, Christians ;” or, in a narrow sense, “ to 
us (me) the apostle.” In the first case, the addition on account of its generality 
would be somewhat aimless. In the second case, the following thought might be 
found therein: “but God, who not only commissions us to utter such exhorta- 
tions, but who has also imparted to us His Holy Spirit, put us in a position to 
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speak every moment the correct thing ;” comp. 1 Cor. vii. 40.—But (1) this view 
is objectionable on account of the many additions and supplements which it 
requires ; (2) Tov kai didévra would introduce no new thought which is not already 
contained in the contrast ove dvépwrov . . . aAAa Tov Oedv; for, being commis- 
sioned by God to give such exhortations, speaking in His name is one and the 
same with being qualified for this purpose by God’s Holy Spirit ; (3) Lastly, it is 
generally improbable that the addition 7dv xa? x«.7.A. should contain a statement 
concerning the apostle, as such a statement is too little occasioned by the pre- 
ceding. For, in the contrast ove dvfpwrov . . . aiAd Tov Ocdv, the general idea 
not man is contained in dv¥pwrov.as the main point, whilst the reference to the 
apostle’s own person in dy¥paroyv is very slight, and forms only a subsidiary point. 
—If, on the other hand, ei¢ iwag be received along with the present participle, this 
might be explained with de Wette, whom Koch follows, that the apostle for the 
sake of strengthening his words reminds the Thessalonians how God still con- 
tinues to communicate to them His Holy Spirit; how this communicated Holy 
Spirit, partly by inspired persons, partly by the voice of conscience, gives the 
same exhortations which he, Paul, now enforces. But who does not see that here 
also the chief matter, by which the addition becomes appropriate, must first be 
introduced and supplied? 


Ver. 9. Aé] introduces a new requirement.—¢uAadeAdia] brotherly love, i.e. 
love to fellow-Christians ; Rom. xii. 10; Heb. xiii.1; 1 Pet. i. 22; 2 Pet. 
i. 7. But the apostle thinks on this not only as a disposition, but also as 
verifying itself by action, that is to say, as liberality toward needy com- 
panions in the faith (comp. wovire . . . cic, ver.10). It is self-evident that 
' this brotherly love does not exclude love to man in general, comp. Gal. 
vi. 10; 2 Pet. i. 7—When, moreover, the apostle says that he has no 
need to exhort the Thessalonians to brotherly love, as they practise this 
already, but nevertheless requires them to increase in it, this is a touch 
of delicate rhetoric (praeteritio, zapddZenpic, see Wilke, neutestamentliche 
Rhetoric, p. 865), not unusual to Paul (comp. v.1; 2 Cor. ix.1; Philem. 
19), in order to gain willing hearts for the fulfillment of an exhortation 
whose necessity was evident.'—airoi/] not equivalent to sponte (Schott), 
which would not suit Qeodidaxrot, but abrot yap tyeic are to be taken together, 
and form the contrast to the person of the writer formerly named. (how- 
ever without further emphasis).—eodidaxror] an draf Aeyduevov in the N. T., 
but analogous to didaxrot Ocov, John vi. 45 (Isa. liv. 13), and by no means 
un-Pauline, because Paul elsewhere uses vevyaruoi in this sense 
_ (Schrader); for vevyarixot could not here have been put. The 
expression is not to be taken absolutely in the sense of Sedrvevoro, 
according to which ¢¢ 1d dyarav addgirove would only be a more 
definite epexegesis of it—“so that ye, in consequence of this theopneustia, 
love one another ;” but it contains a blending of two ideas, as properly 


1Chrysostom : Ov xpeiav Exopnev ypadery dyiv. ficat, eos omnino opus habuisse admonitione 
"Expy ovv giwwrjgar Kal pydev €imety, EL LH superiori, quae erat de sanctimonia seu mun- 
xpela Hv. Nov 6& 7@ elmeiv, ov xpeta Ear, ditia vitae ; difficile enim erat, homines gen- 
petGov eémoinaev % «i elvey. Erroneously tiles immunditiae peccatis assuetos a talibus 
Estius,to whom Benson assents: Tacite signi- _ subito revocare. 
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only didaxrot éore is expected, but now the source of this instruction is 
immediately united with the word (without any one exhorting you, you 
yourselves know, namely, being taught of God, etc.). The knowledge or 
the instruction is not theoretical, not a knowledge from the Old Testa- 
ment, not a knowledge from a word of the Lord (John xiii. 34; Baum- 
garten-Crusius), also not a knowledge from the instructions of the pro- 
phets, such as actually were, according to v. 20, among the Thessalonians 
(Zachariae), but a practical knowledge which has its ground and origin 
in the purified conscience of the inner man, effected by God through the 
communication of the Holy Spirit ; consequently a knowledge or instruc- 
tion of the heart. Moreover, incorrectly Olshausen: “ where God teaches, 
there, the apostle says, J may be silent.” For the stress lies not on the 
first, but on the second half of Seodidaxror.—eig rd Gyarav aAAjAove] is de- 
pendent on the didaxroi in Seodidaxro, and denotes, under the form of the 
design at which that instruction aims, its object. Incorrectly Flatt, ei¢ 
denotes quod attinet ad. 


REMARK.—Pelt, Schott, de Wette, Ellicott, Hofmann, also Winer, p. 313 [E. 
T. 339], and Buttmann, Gram. d. neut. Sprachgebr., Berlin 1859, p. 223 [E. T. 259], 
consider the reading of the Receptus: ov ypeiav éExeTe ypagew dvuiv (see critical 
remark), as correct Greek, appealing to the frequent use of the infinitive active, 
where one would expect the infinitive passive (see Kiihner, II. p. 339). I cannot 
agree with this; on the contrary, most decidedly deny the applicability of that 
use to our passage. For, in the instances given, the characteristic distinction is 
throughout observable, that the infinitive active expresses the verbal idea ina 
vague generality, entirely free from any personal reference, so that this active infinitive, 
in its import and value, can scarcely be distinguished from an absolute accusa- 
tive. Comp. for example, Sophocles, Oed. Col. 37 : eA Exerc yap YOpov oby adyvov 
mareiv.— Thucydides, i. 88: "Hv . .. ! OguctoKAge . . . aSto¢ Savudoat—Euri- 
pides, Med. 318; Aéyere akovoat wa29ax—Comp. also Heb. v.11: Adyor ducepusvev- 
toc Aéyewv, Entirely different from these is our passage, where ypd¢ecr, by means 
of duiv, instead of forming an absolute statement, is put in a special personal refer- 
ence to the readers; indeed, as the subject of ypagevv can only be the apostle, in a 
special personal reciprocal reference to Paul and the Thessalonians, and accord- 
ingly the whole expression acquires an individual concrete form. If éyere is not to 
be without meaning, it would require accordingly either éué ypdagerr, or, as in v. 1, 
the passive ypageoVa: to be written. For that, as Bouman, Chartae theolog. I. p. 65, 
and Reiche, p. 389, think, éué or ijuac, or rather the indefinite rtrd, readily sug- 
gest themselves to be supplied, and that the more so, as the necessity of some such 
supplement is obvious from the following Weodidaxro: (Bouman), can hardly be 
maintained. Also Heb. v.12, to which an appeal is made, proves nothing, for 
here from a similar reason tvvé is to be accented (with Lachmann) instead of riva; 
whereby the reference and the relation of the words are entirely transformed. 
Comp. my commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews. 


Ver. 10. An explanatory confirmation of the statement Seodidaxrol gore 
ei¢ Td dyarav GAAHAove by an actual historical instance. Calvin finds in ver. 
10 an arguimentum a majore ad minus: “nam quum eorum caritas per 
totam Macedoniam se diffundat, colligit non esse dubitandum, quin ipsi 
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mutuo inter se ament.” But the emphasis rests not on dAAgAove and rod¢ 
adedgorc Tove év ban tH Maxedovia, but on adyarav and roeire. Also the opin- 
ion of de Wette, whom Koch follows, that an additional reason is here 
adduced why the Thessalonians require no further exhortation, is to be 
rejected, as then xa? roeire would require to be written instead of xa? yap 
moire, because yap cannot be co-ordinate with the preceding yép.—xa? yap] 
not equivalent to simple ydp (so most critics), and also not quin etiam, or 
tmo (Calvin), but for also: comp. Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 187-£. Whilst 
yap is a justification of ayaray, the idea of didaySvaz is carried on to the idea 
of xoveiv by means of the corresponding kai eqeumaad has the chief accent; 

it denotes the actual practice —airé] scilicet, rd dyaray, not 7d Ti¢ prdaded lac 
(Baumgarten-Crusius and Koch).—zepioevew paraov] to increase yet more, 
scilicet, in brotherly love. Musculus, appealing to Phil. iv. 12, arbitrarily 
takes repiocetew absolutely, whilst he makes a new train of thought com- 
mence with zapaxadjoiuev: “qua eos redigat in ordinem, qui doctrina 
charitatis ad ignaviae suae, desidiei, curiositatis et quaestus occasionem 
abutebantur, nihil operis facientes, sed otiose ac curiose circumeundo ex 
aliorum laboribus victitantes,” and finds the meaning: “ut abundetis 
magis, h. e. ut magis in eo sitis, ut copiam eorum, quae ad vitae hujus 
sunt sustentationem necessaria, habeatis, quam ut penuriam patientes 
fratribus sitis oneri.” Equally erroneously, because unnatural, Ewald 
thinks that as the following ¢:Aorieioda, so also even mepiccetew padror, 
is to be included in the unity of idea with jovydtew «.7.4., ver. 11: “to 
keep quiet still more, and zealously,” etc. Besides, the construction of 
mepiocevewv, With a simple infinitive following, would be wholly without 


=n 


example.1—ya/20v] The same intensification as in iv. 1. 


RemarxK.—After the example of Schrader, Baur (p. 484) finds also vv. 9, 10 
only suitable for a church which had already existed for a considerable time. 
How otherwise could the brotherly love of the Thessalonians, which they showed 
to all the brethren in all Macedonia, be praised as a virtue already so generally 
proved? Certainly Paul recognizes the brotherly love of the Thessalonians as a 
“virtue already proved ;” but Baur, no less than Schrader, overlooks (1) that not 
tig ravtac Tove dyiovc, but sic ravtag Tove adEAGoig Ev bAy TH Maxedovia is written ; 
consequently, the exercise of that virtue is limited to the Christian circle nearest to 
the Thessalonians ; (2) that Paul yet desires an inerease in that virtue, thus 
indicating that the exercise of it had only shortly before commenced. An interval 
of half a year (see Introduction, 2 3) was accordingly a sufficient time for the 
Thessalonians to make themselves worthy of a praise restricted within such bounds. 


Ver. 11 is attached to the preceding in the loosest grammatical con- 
nection. [LIII d.] It has been thought that ver. 11 is only a further 
development of the preceding exhortation. So Olshausen, who finds in 
the whole section, vv. 9-12, only an exhortation to love, and in such a 


1 Ewald in vain endeayors anew to defend __ before said that it was not necessary to write 
the above construction of the words in his to the Thessalonians concerning brotherly 
Jahrb. d. bibl. Wissenschaft, 10 Jahrb. Gétt. love, because they sufficiently practised it, 
1860, p. 241 ff.: That the apostle, after he had —_ could not, without self-contradiction, proceed 
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manner that vy. 9, 10 refer to love to fellow-Christians, and vv. 11, 12 to 
love to man in general. To the latter in particular, inasmuch as the 
Thessalonians were required to give no occasion to those who were not 
Christians to blame anything in the professors of the gospel. But evi- 
dently the apostle, when he exhorts his readers to give no offence by their 
conduct to those who were not Christians, considers this not as the ful- 
fillment of the commandment of love to man in general, but as a matter 
of prudence and discretion, in order in such a manner to counteract the 
prejudices against Christianity, and so to pave the way for its diffusion in 
wider circles. Comp. also Col. iv. 5,6. Others suppose that to the exhor- 
tation to g:Aadedgia a Warning against its abuse is attached ; as some in the 
church practised liberality, so others made use of this liberality as an occa- 
sion of leading an idle life. So already Theodoret,! and after him Estius,? 
Benson, Flatt, Schott, de Wette (wavering),and Koch. But against this view 
is decisive.—(1) That such a sharp division of the church into two different 
classes is not justified by the context; for, on account of the close connection 
of ver. 11 with the preceding, those of whom repiocetew wa2Aov is required are 
the same with those to whom the exhortation to g:Aorweiobar jovyatew x.7.A. 
is addressed. It accordingly follows, that as the church as such was distin- 
guished by active brotherly love, so also the church as such (not a mere 
fraction of it) did not possess the qualities mentioned in ver. 11. (2) 
According to this view, the stress is placed only on épydfec@a: taic yepotv 
tuov, whereas the demand to jovydtew and xpdccew ra ida is entirely left 
out of consideration. And yet it apparently follows, from ¢:AoriueioBac 
qovyatew Kal mpdcoew Ta ida being placed first, that the main point lies on 
these, whilst the idleness blamed in the readers is evidently described only 
as a consequence or result of the neglected jovydtew Kal rpdocew ta idta— 
Accordingly, as a closer connection of ideas, than that which the form of 
the grammatical construction appears to indicate, is not without force 
demonstrable, we must, mindful of the rapid transitions which are pecu- 
liar to the Apostle Paul, especially in the practical parts of his Epistles, 
consider vy. 11, 12 as a new exhortation, internally distinct from that in 
vy. 9, 10, and which only happens to be united with it, as both refer to the 
moral furtherance of the Christian life—g.Aoriweiofa jovydtev] is to be 
taken together: to make it your ambition to live quietly, and the juxtaposi- 
tion of the two verbs is an oxymoron, as in the usual course of things every 
giAoriuia is properly an impulse to shine by actions’ Calvin takes ¢iAore 
peiodae by itself, referring it back to the command to brotherly love: Post- 


to say, but we exhort you yet to increase in 
brotherly love. In this Ewald is certainly 
right. But Paul only declared before that 
the Thessalonians practised brotherly love— 
that they already practised it sufficiently we 
do not read; this, on the contrary, is only 
arbitrarily introduced by Ewald. 

10d« évavtia Tots mpoppyOeiow énaivors H 
mapaiveris’ guvéeBatve yap, Tovs peéev didroripws 
xopnyetr Tots Seomévors thy xpelav, Tovs de did 


Thy ToUTwY Pidrotiwiay awedrety THs épyacias* 
cixéTws Toivuy KaKxeivous emyjvere Kal ToUTOLS TA 
tmpoahopa auveBovAeuce. 

2 Hac eorum liberalitate quidam pauperiores 
abutentes, otio et inertiae vacabant, discur- 
rentes per domos et inhiantes mensis divitam 
atque in res alienas curiosi, adeo ut hoe no- 
mine etiam apud infideles male andirent.” 

8 Bengel: diAoriula politica erubescit frvxd- 
Ge. 
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quam enim admonuit, ut crescant in caritate, sanctam aemulationem illis 
commendat, ut mutuo inter se amore certent, vel (?) certe praecipit, ut 
se ipsum unusquisque vincere contendat, atque hoc posterius magis 
amplector. Ergo ut perfecta sit eorum caritas, contentionem in illis 
requirit. So also Hemming, and already Theophylact, leave this and the 
usual construction a matter ef choice. But the omission of kai before 
jovxatew Would be harsh. On ¢:Aoripeiodar, comp. Rom. xv. 20; 2 Cor. v. 
9; Kypke, II. p.189. The counterpart of jouyatew is reprepydleodat, 2 Thess. 
iii. 11, and woAurpayyoveiv, Plat. Gorg. 526 C.—The disquiet or unsteadiness 
which prevailed in the church is not to be sought for in the political (so 
Zwingli: Nemo tumultuetur, nemo motum excitet; and, but undecidedly, 
Koppe: seditiones adversus magistratus Romanos; comp. also Schott, p. 
121), but in the religious sphere. It was, as it appears, an excitement of 
mind which had been called forth by the new world of thought produced 
by Christianity; but an excitement, on the one hand, risen to such an 
unnatural height that worldly business was neglected, and idleness stepped 
into the place of a regular laborious life; and, on the other hand mani- 
festing itself by such a fanatical spiritual zeal that the Christians by such 
a line of conduct must fall into discredit with those who are not Chris- 
tians. It is not improbable that the thought of the impending advent of 
Christ formed the centre part of this excitement. At least this, by a 
natural association of ideas, would give the reason why Paul after vv. 11, 12 
suddenly interrupts the course of his admonitions, in order, exactly at 
this place, to attach instructions concerning the advent, whilst v.12 ff. 
shows that he intended to give various other admonitions—The exhorta- 
tion of the apostle in y. 6, 8, to be prepared for the unexpected entrance 
of the advent, which might be abused in favor of such an excitement, is 
not decisive against the reference to an apocalyptic fanaticism (against de 
Wette, who for this reason supposes only “ pious excitement in general”), 
because that exhortation intervenes between preceding (vy. 4, 5) and suc- 
ceeding (v. 9 ff.) consolatory expressions, and, accordingly, loses all that is 
alarming about it; the addition of that exhortation was too naturally and 
necessarily required by the explanation of the circumstance itself, that 
Paul should have suppressed it from mere fear of a possible abuse.— 
mpaocew ta ida] same as idvorpayeiv, to be mindful of one’s own concerns, 
without wishing to take the oversight of the concerns of our neighbor. 
If the above remarks are not incorrect, Paul thinks on the unauthorized 
zeal, by which they had used the advent as a means of terror, in order to 
draw before their tribunal what was a matter of individual conscience, 
and by which a care for the salvation of their neighbor was assumed with 
an objectionable curiosity. 1d éavrot mpdocew would be more correct Greek 
than 7a idva xpdooewJ—ipydteoSa:] means nothing else than to work, In- 
correctly, Flatt: to gain one’s maintenance by work; Baumgarten- 
Crusius: not to be ashamed of work. From the addition rai¢ yepolv tpav, 
it follows that the Thessalonian church was mostly composed of the work- 
1See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 441 f.; Kypke, II. p, 338 f. Comp. Dio Cass. Ix. 27; riy dé dh 


‘ aon Ries 8 = ‘ Tes 
Hovxiav dywv Kai Ta EavTod mpiTTwWY ETwCeTO. 
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ing class. Comp. also 1 Cor. i. 26. Calixt, Pelt, Schott, Hofmann, and 
others erroneously find expressed in the words any imaginable business. 
Paul mentions only the business of hand labor, and to apply this to regu- 
lar business of any form or kind is entirely to sever it from this meaning 
of the expression.—kadac tuiv rapnyyeiAauer] refers not only to épyafeoVar, 
but to the whole of ver. 11. It would seem from this that these disorders 
already prevailed in their beginnings during the apostle’s personal resi- 
dence in Thessalonica. There is nothing objectionable in this inference, 
as (1) from 2 Thess. ii. 5 it appears that at the publication of the gospel in 
Thessalonica the advent had been the subject of very special explanations ; 
and (2) the effect of such explanations on the minds of Gentiles anxious 
about salvation must have been overwhelming. Baur, p. 484, therefore is 
entirely mistaken when he maintains that exhortations, such as those given 
in vy. 11, 12, could not have been necessary for a church recently founded. 

Ver. 12 is not the statement of an inference (Baumgarten-Crusius), but 
of a purpose; dependent, however, neither on zapyyyeiAauev, nor on what 
has hitherto been said, including the precept to gAadeAgia, ver. 10 (Flatt), 
but on ver. 11, and in such a manner that the first half of ver. 12 refers to 
gidorieiodar jovydalew Kal mpdcoew ra idva, and the second half to épyafeoGas 
taic xepolv tudy.—eva ynudvac] well-becoming, honorably, Rom. xiii. 138; 1 Cor. 
vii. 35, xiv. 40. The opposite is araxrwc, 2 Thess. iii. 6.—rpéc] not coram 
(Flatt, Schott, Koch), but in relation to, or in reference to those who are 
éf#. Comp. Bernhardy, Syntaz, p. 265.—ol &w] those who are without (se. 
the Christian community), those who are not Christians, whether Jews or 
Gentiles. Comp. Col. iv. 5; 1 Cor. v. 12, 18; 1 Tim. iii. 7. Already 
among the Jews of & (0°3)¥°M) was the usual designation of Gentiles. See 
Meyer on 1 Cor. v. 12—ymJdevéc] is by most considered as masculine, being 
understood partly of Christians only (so Flatt), partly of unbelievers only 
(Luther, Camerarius, Ernest Schmid, Wolf, Moldenhauer, Pelt), partly 
both of Christians and unbelievers (Schott, de Wette,—who, however, 
along with Koch and Ellicott, thinks that there is a chief reference to 
Christians,—Hofmann, Riggenbach). But to stand in need of no man, is 
for man an impossibility. It is better therefore, with Calvin, Estius, Gro- 
tius, Bengel, Baumgarten-Crusius, Alford, to take pydevég as neuter, so 
that a further purpose is given, whose attainment is to be the motive for 
fulfilling the exhortations in ver. 10: to have need of nothing, inasmuch 
as labor leads to the possession of all that is necessary for life, whereas 
idleness has as its inevitable consequence, want and need. 

Ver. 13-v. 11. A comforting instruction concerning the advent. This 
is divided into three sections—(1) iv. 18-18 removes an objection or a 
doubt; (2) v. 1-3 reminds them of the sudden and unexpected entrance 
of the advent; and lastly, in consequence of this, v. 4-11 is an exhorta- 
tion to be ready and prepared for the entrance of the advent. 

(1) Vv. 18-18. A removal of an objection. The painful uneasiness, 
which had seized on the Thessalonians concerning the fate of their 
deceased Christian friends, consisted not, as Zachariae, Olshausen, de 
Wette, Hofmann, Schriftbew, II. 2, 2d ed. p. 649 f., and in his H. Schr. N. 
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T. ; Luthardt, die Lehre von den letzten Dingen, Leipz. 1861, p. 188 f., and 
others assume, in anxiety lest the deceased should only be raised at. the 
general resurrection of the dead, and would thus forfeit the blessedness 
of communion with the Lord in the interval between the advent and this 
general resurrection (“the so-called reign of a thousand years,” Olshau- 
sen). There is no trace in our section of a distinction between a first and 
a second resurrection; and the idea of a long interval of time between 
the resurrection of believers and the resurrection of the rest of mankind 
(Rey. xx.) is, moreover, entirely strange to the Apostle Paul, as it is evi- 
dent from 1 Cor. xy. 22 ff. correctly understood that the resurrection of 
unbelievers takes place in immediate connection with the resurrection of 
Christians. Rather it was feared that those already dead, as they would no 
more be found alive at the advent of Christ, would receive no share in the 
blessedness of the advent,' and accordingly would be placed in irreparable 
disadvantage to those who are then alive. See exposition of particulars. 

On vv. 13-18 [On vv. 13 ff., see Note LIV. a, b, c, pages 539-541] see von 
Zezschwitz in the Zeitschr. f. Protestantismus und Kirche, new series, Erlangen 
1863, p. 88 ff. R. Stahelin, Zur Paulinischen Eschatologie. 1 Thess. iv. 18-17 
im Zusammenhang mit der Judischen Eschatologie untersucht (Jahrb. fiir d. 
Theol. Bd. 19. Gotha, 1874, pt. 2. 177 ff) 

Ver. 13. Ob FéAouev 62 iuac ayvoeiv] but we wish not that ye be in ignorance. 
A recognized Pauline formula of transition to new and important com- 
munications; comp. Rom. i. 13, xi. 25; 1 Cor. x.1, xii.1;.2Cor.i.8. Inan 
analogous manner, Paul uses also positive turns of expression: 0éw tac 
eidévaz, Col. ii. 1, 1 Cor. xi. 3, and ywvdoxew tua Botdowat, Phil. i. 12.—repi trav 
kexoyunuévor | [On vy. 13-18, see Note LV. pages 541, 542] concerning those that 
are asleep, that is, by means of euphemism, “ concerning the dead ;” comp. 
1 Cor. xi. 30, xv. 6,18, 20; John xi. 11; 2 Pet. iii. 4; Sophocles, Electr. 509. 
The selection of the word is the more appropriate, as the discourse in 
what follows is concerning a revivification. But not the dead generally are 
meant, which Lipsius (Theolog. Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 924), with an arbi- 
trary appeal to 1 Cor. xv. 29, considers possible, but the dead members of 
the Thessalonian Christian church.—This is evident from all that follows, 
particularly from the confirmatory proposition in ver. 14, and from the 
expression oi vexpoi év XpiorG, ver. 16,.—After the example of Weizel (Stud. 
u. Krit. 1836, p. 916 ff.), de Wette (though in a hesitating manner) finds in - 
xexoyunévev the idea indicated “of an intermediate state, 7. e. of an imper- 
fect and, as it were, a slumbering continuance of life of the departed 
soul;” whereas Zwingli, Calvin, Hemming, Zanchius, in express contra- 
diction to the idea of the sleep of the soul, insist on referring this state of 
being asleep to the body exclusively. But neither, according to the one 
side, nor according to the other, are we justified in such a limitation, as 
ol kexoyunuévoe only denotes those who are asleep as such, i. e. according to 
their whole personality.—The article in repi rev xexoyujuévov represents the 
question, to the solution of which the apostle now passes, as one well 


1Calvin: Vitam aeternam ad eos solos pertinere imaginabantur, quos Christus ultimo 
adventu vivyos adhuc in terris deprehenderet 
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known to the readers, and discussed by them. The brevity and generality 
of the statement of the subjéct, combined with the solemn formula of 
transition ob déAouev dé bude ayvoeiv, renders it not improbable that a request 
was directly made to Paul for explanation on the subject.—iva yi) Avmjode] 
sc. concerning those who are asleep.—xa¥ac kat ol Aowroi] sc. Avrovbvrat. 
Woken (in Wolf) gives the directly opposite meaning to the words: Absit 
a vobis tristitia, quemadmodum etiam abest a reliquis illis, qui nempe 
non tristantur ob mortuos et tamen spem nullam certam habent de felici- 
tate. Erroneously, because then kxada¢ kai ob Avrobvrat oi Aouroi, pr Exovrec 
(instead of of uy zx.) éAxida would require to have been written: not to 
mention that Paul would hardly propose unbelievers as an example to 
Christians.—Theodoret, Calvin, Hemming, Zanchius, Piscator, Cornelius 
a Lapide, Calovius, Nat Alexander, Benson, Flatt, Pelt, Koch, Bisping, 
Bloomfield, Hofmann, Riggenbach find in iva uA Avtjod_e Kada¢ x.7.A. the 
thought that the Thessalonians should not mourn in the same degree, not so 
excessively as oi Aourot, because the apostle could not possibly forbid every” 
mourning for the dead. Incorrectly; for then wa pu) Avr7@o_ tocovrov w¢ Kat 
ot Aowrot would require to have been written. xa’ée¢ is only a particle of 
comparison, but never a statement of gradation. The apostle forbids 
doreioda: altogether. Naturally; for death has no more any sting for the 
Christian. He does not see in it annihilation, but only the transition to 
an eternal and blessed fellowship with the Lord. Comp. 1 Cor. xy. 54 ff. 
—vi Aouroi] the others, that is, the Gentiles; comp. Eph. ii. 3. It is, how- 
ever, possible that Paul may also have thought on a portion of the Jews, 
namely, the sect of the Sadducees, who denied the resurrection. Since, 
as Josephus reports, the Sadducees, together with the resurrection, denied 
all continued existence of the soul after death, and on the contrary made 
the soul of man die at the same time with the body. Comp. Antiq. xviii. 1.4: 
Bell. Jud. ii. 8. 14.—oi wi) Eyovrec éArid] namely, of an eternal life of bless- 
edness. From this comparison with those who do not believe in a future 
life in general,” it inevitably follows that also the Thessalonians feared for 
their deceased Christian friends, not merely a temporary deprivation of the 
eternal life of bliss to be revealed at the advent, but an entire exclusion 
from it. Ifthe comparison is to have any meaning (which Hofmann with 
great arbitrariness denies), the blessing for whose loss the Gentiles mourn 
must be the same as the blessing for whose loss the Christians are not to 
mourn. The solution of the theme cept rv xexovunuévev is therefore already 
indicated by the objective sentence, and what follows has only the pur- 
pose of further explaining this solution. 


1Comp. Theocrit. Idyll. iv. 42: "EAmiSes év 2Stahelin Uc. p. 185 f., improperly objects 
gwolow, aveAmoro. 5é Oavdvtes. Aeschyl. that such a comparison with those who do not 
Eumenid. 638: amat Oavévtos ottis éot’ avagta- believe ina future life in general would be in- 
ots. Catull. v. 4 ff; Soles oceidere et redire _ correctinitself,because the regarding of death 
possunt. | Nobis quum semel occidit brevis as annihilation and not believing in a con- 
lux, | Nox est perpetua una dormienda. tinued life of the soul after death was even in 
Lucret. iii. 942 f.: Nee quisquam expergitus ancient times always the sad privilege of only 
exstat, | Frigidaquem semelest vitae pausa afew. For the view of the Apostle Paul only 
secuta. comes into consideration here. According to 
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Ver. 14. Reason not of ob SAouev dude ayvoeiv, but of iva py) AvT#oVe. The 
‘Thessalonians were not to mourn, for Christ has risen from the dead; but 
if this fact be certain, then it follows that they also who are fallen asleep, 
about whom the Thessalonians were so troubled, will be raised. There 
lies at the foundation of this proof, which Paul uses as a supposition, the 
idea that Christ and believers form together an organism of indissoluble 
unity, of which Christ is the Head and Christians are the members; con- 
sequently what happens to the Head must likewise happen to the mem- 
bers; where that is, there these_must also be. Comp. already Pelagius : 
Qui caput suscitavit, etiam caetera membra suscitaturum se promittit. 
From the nature of this argument it is evident (1) that those who are 
asleep, about whom the Thessalonians grieved, must already have been 
Christians: (2) that their complete exclusion from the blessed fellowship 
with Christ was dreaded.'—ei yap xicretouer] for if we believe. ci is not so 
much as “quum, since, because” (Flatt), also not equivalent to quodsi : 
“for as we believe” (Baumgarten-Crusius), but is here, as always, hypo- 
thetical. But since Paul from the hypothetical protasis, without further 
demonstrating it, immediately draws the inference in question, it is clear 
that he supposes the fact of the death and resurrection of Christ as an 
absolute recognized truth, as, indeed, among the early Christians gener- 
ally no doubt was raised concerning the reality of this fact. For even in 
reference to the Corinthian church, among whom doubts prevailed con- 
cerning the resurrection of the dead, Paul, in combating this view, could 
appeal to the resurrection of Christ as an actual recognized truth; comp, 
1 Cor. xy. 12-23.—The apodosis, ver. 14, does not exactly correspond with 
the protasis. Instead of oirw¢ «.7.A. we should expect kai rrotebew dei, bre 
Ocaitu¢ of tv Xpior@ kowuundévtes avaorgoovrat, or bre ovTws 6 Oed¢ Kai Tove 
kounSévtac dia tov Xpiotow éyepei.—oirwc] is not pleonastic as the mere sign 
of the apodosis (Schott, Olshausen); also not, with Flatt, to be referred 
to avéorn, and then to be translated “in such a condition, 7, e. raised, re- 
vived;” or to be interpreted as “then under these circumstances, i, e. in 
case we have faith” (Koch, Hofmann), but denotes “even so,” and, 
strengthened by the following «ai, is designed to bring forward the agree- 
ment of the fate of Christians with Christ; comp. Winer, p. 504 [E. T. 
541].—dia tov "Ijoov] is (by Chrys., Ambrosiast., Calv., Hemming, Zanch., 
Est., Balduin, Vorstius, Corn. a Lapide, Beza, Grot., Calixt, Calov, Wolf, 
Whitby, Benson, Bengel, Mackn., Koppe, Jowett, Hilgenfeld (Zcitschr. f. 
wissensch. Theol., Halle 1862, 3. p. 239, Hinl. in das N. T. p. 244), Riggenbach, 


Paul, however, a life in the world to come— 
apart from the case of those who are alive at 
the Parousia—is brought about only through 
the resurrection. He therefore who, like the 
heathen, does not believe in the latter, also 
does not believe in the former; his hope limits 
itself to the earthly life; in death he can see 
only the absolute end and annihilation. Comp. 
1 Gor. xv. 19. 32. 

1Hnfmann’s views are very distorted and 


34 


perverted. He will not acknowledge that 
from the fact of the resurrection of Christ, the 
resurrection of those fallenasleep in Thessalo- 
nica is deduced; and—against which the ottws 
«ai of the apodosis should have guarded him 
—he deduces the aimless platitude, that “the 
apostle with the words: 6 @e0s tous Kowunbev- 
tas 61a Tov “Inco ager aiv ait», gives an 
assurance which avails us in the case of our 
death, if we believe on the death and resur- 
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and others, comp. also Ellicott) connected with rove norundévras, and then 
the sense is given: “those who have fallen asleep in Christ.” [LV «.] But 
this would be expressed by é r@ "Ijoot, as of did Tov "Inood Kowundévtec 
would at most contain a designation of those whom Christ had brought to 
death, consequently of the Christian martyrs. Salmeron, Hammond, 
Joseph Mede, Opp. p. 519, and Thiersch (die Kirche im ap. Zeitalt., 
Frankf. u. Erlang. 1852, p. 188) actually interpret the words in this sense. 
Yet how contrary to the apostle’s design such a mention of the martyrs 
would be is evident, as according to it the resurrection and participation 
in the glory of the returning Christ would be most inappropriately limited 
to a very small portion of Christians; not to mention that, first, the indi- 
cations in both Epistles do not afford the slightest justification of the idea 
of persecutions, which ended in bloody death ; and, secondly, the formula 
kouunSivar da tevdc Would be much too weak to express the idea of mar- 
tyrdom, Also in the fact that Paul does not speak of the dead in general, 
but specially of the Christian dead (Estius), there is no reason to unite rove 
kouunSévrac With da tov "Ijood; for the extent of the idea of of xowundévtec 
in our passage is understood from the relation of the apodosis, ver. 14, to 
the protasis eé morebouev x.7.A. We are accordingly constrained to unite 
dia tov "Inood with d&ec.—Christ is elsewhere by Paul and in the New Testa- 
ment generally considered as the instrument by which the almighty act 
of God, the resurrection of the dead, is effected; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 21; 
John v. 28, vi. 39, 44, 54.—éfec] will bring with Him, is a pregnant expres- 
sion, whilst, instead of the act of resuscitation, that which follows the act 
in time is given. And, indeed, the further clause oty airé, i.e. ody "Incod 
(incorrectly Zachariae aud Koppe= dc airév), is united in a pregnant 
form with age. God will through Christ bring with Him those who are 
asleep, that is, so that they are then united with Christ, and have a com- 
plete share in the benefits of His appearance. Hofmann arbitrarily 
transforms the words into the thought: “that Jesus will not appear, God 
will not introduce Him again into the world, without their deceased 
brethren coming with Him.” For the words instruct us not con- 
cerning Jesus, but concerning the xojuydévrec; it is not expressed in 
what manner the return of Christ will take place, but what will be 
the final fate of those who have fallen asleep. The apostle selects 
this pregnant form of expression instead of the simple éyepei, because 
the thought of a separation of deceased Christians from Christ was 
that which so greatly troubled the Thessalonians, and therefore it was 


rection of Jesus.” As Hofmann misinterprets 


been thus privileged? Certainly &a rod 
the words, so also do Luthardt, supra, p. 140 


f. and Stiihelin. 

1Also Alford connects && rod "Incod with 
cowundevtas; Dut then arbitrarily (comp. oi 
vexpol €v Xpiord, ver. 16) pressing the expres- 
sion KoiunOevras (ot KownOévtes are dis- 
tinguished from the merely @avévres. What 
makes this distinction? Why are they 
asleep and not dead? By whom have they 


‘Inood), and inappropriately regarding the 
constructions edyapiotety da "Incod Xprerod, 
Rom. i. 8; eipyynv éxew Sta “Incov, Rom. y.1; 
kavxac0at dia "Inood, Rom. y. 11, as analogous 
expressions, he brings out the following 
grammatically impossible meaning; If we 
believe that Jesus died and rose again, then 
even thus also those, of whom we say that they 
sleep just because of Jesus, will God, ete, 
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his endeavor to remove this anxiety, this doubting uncertainty, as soon 
as possible? 

Ver. 15. A solemn confirmation of the comforting truth rode Kouundévrac 
ec ody aivo, by bringing forward the equality between those living at the 
advent and those already asleep. Koppe, Flatt, and Koch erroneously 
assume a reference to ver. 13, making the yép in ver. 14 parallel to the 
yép in yer. 15,.and finding in ver. 15 a new reason for comfort.—roiro] 
refers not to the preceding, but is an emphatic introduction to what fol- 
lows the first dr: this, namely, we say to you, év Adyw Kvpiov, that we, the liv- 
ing, ete.—iv Aéy Kvpiov] in or by means of a word of the Lord (comp. 
Ewell 72373, Esth. i. 12; 7 7293,1 Kings xx. 35), that is, the following 
statement on the relation of the living to those who are asleep at the 
advent does not rest on my (the apostle’s) subjective opinion, but on the 
infallible authority of Christ. Comp. 1 Cor. vii. 10, 12, 25.—Pelagius, 
Musculus, Bolten, Pelt, and others have regarded this Aédyoc xupiov, to 
which Paul appeals, as the words of Christ in Matt. xxiv. 31 (comp. Mark 
xiil. 27); whereas Hofmann is of opinion that Paul might have inferred 
it from the promises of Christ in Matt. xxvi. 25 ff.; John vi.39 f. But the 
expressions found there are too general to be identified with the special 
thought in our passage. Schott’s statement, that Paul might justly appeal 
to the prophecy in Matt. xxiv. 31, because it contained nothing of a pre- 
rogative of the living before the dead, but on the contrary represents 
simply an assembling of believing confessors with a view to the participa- 
tion of the Messianic kingdom, is subtle, and does not correspond to the 
expression év 2éy@ xvpiov, which points to positive information concerning 
the definite subject in question. Also Luthardt’s (I. ¢. pp. 141, 57) view, 
‘that in Aé6yo¢ xupiov a reference is made to the parable of the virgins who 
went out to meet the bridegroom (Matt. xxv.), and for which view ei¢ 
axavrnow (ver. 17) is most arbitrarily appealed to, is evidently erroneous. 
Just as little can the Aéyoc xvpiov be found (with Stahelin J. ¢. p. 193 f.) in 
this place, i.e. in the first half of ver. 16, so that the word of the Lord, 
on which Paul rests his asseveration, consists in this, that Jesus, according 
to His own declaration (Matt. xxiv. 29-31) will descend from heaven év 
Kelebopart, év duvh apyayyé2ov and év odAnyy: Oeov. For the first words of 
ver. 16 picture only the mode in which the entrance of the advent will be 
accomplished, but they leave the central point of tne question before us 
untouched. Others, as Calvin and Koch, have thought that Paul referred to 
a saying of Christ not preserved in the Gospels, but transmitted by tradition. : 
(So, recently, also v. Zezschwitz, /. c. p. 121, according to whom the apostle 
thought “on a word ” which is “ to be sought for in the peculiar and inti- 
mate communications of our Lord to His disciples, such as He would 
have given them during the forty days, when He spoke with them con- 
cerning the Paovdeia tov Ocov.”) This supposition may certainly be sup- 


1The idea of “a general ascension of all thought “ only ona kingdom of God on earth,” 
Christians,” which Schrader finds in this is, according to the above, introduced by him 
yerse, and in which he perceives a mark into the passage. 
of un-Pauline composition, because Paul 
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ported by the analogy of Acts xx. 85; but it must always remain 
precarious, the more so as there was no inducement to Christ, in His 
intimations concerning the period of the fulfillment of the Messianic king- 
dom, to make such special questions, arising only in consequence of con- 
crete circumstances, the subject of an anticipated instruction. It is best, 
therefore, with Chrysostom, Theodoret, Hunnius, Piscator (who, however, 
arbitrarily supposes the fact described in 2 Cor. xii. 2, 4), Aretius, Turretin, 
Benson, Moldenhauer, Koppe, Olshausen, de Wette, Gess (die Lehre von 
der Person Christi, Basel 1856, p. 69 f.), Alford, Ellicott, Riggenbach, and 
others, to suppose that Paul appeals to information concerning the mat- 
ter in hand which had been communicated to him in a direct revelation 
by the heavenly Christ; comp. Gal. i. 12, ii. 2; Eph. iii. 3; 2 Cor. xii. 1.— 
jpusic of Covrec ol mepidertéuevor ec THY mapovolay Tov Kvpiov] we, the living, who 
remain unto the presence (or return) of the Lord. From the construction of 
these words it undoubtedly follows, that Paul reckoned himself with those 
who would survive till the commencement of the advent, as indeed the 
same expectation is also expressed in 1 Cor. xv. 51 f. Comp. besides, 1 
Cor. vii. 26, 29-81, 1.7, 8; Rom. xiii. 11, 12; Phil. iv. 5. See also Dihne, 
Entwickel. des Paulin. Lehrbegr. pp. 175 f., 190; Usteri, Paulin. Lehrbegr. p. 
855; Messner, Die Lehre der Apostel, Leipz. 1856, p. 282. This expectation 
is not confirmed by history: Paul and all his contemporaries fell a prey 
to death. What wonder, then, if from an early period of the Christian 
church this plain meaning of the word was resisted, and in its place the 
most artificial and distorted interpretations were substituted? For that 
Paul could be capable of error was regarded as an objectionable conces- 
sion, as an infringement upon the divine authority of the apostle. It has 
therefore almost universally! been maintained by interpreters, that Paul 
speaks neither of himself nor of his contemporaries, but of a later period 
of Christianity. So Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damascenus, Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio, Calvin, Musculus, Bullinger, 
Zanchius, Hunnius, Balduin, Vorstius, Cornelius a Lapide, Jac. Lauren- 
tius, Calixt, Calov, Joach. Lange, Whitby, Benson, Bengel, Flatt, and 
many others. Whilst Calvin and Cornelius a Lapide, in ordet to remove 
difficulties, do not scruple to charge the apostle with a pious fraud; sup- 
posing that he, although he was convinced of the distance of the advent; 
nevertheless represented himself as surviving, in order in this way to stim- 
ulate believers to be in a state of apinitadl peudindes at every instant; 
Oecumenius, after the example of Methodius, interprets of Cévrec «.7.2. of 
the souls, and oi kovunAévrec of the bodies of Christians? Usually, however, 
in order to remove the objectionableness of the words, an appeal is made 


1 Exceptions in early times are very rare. ai Wuxai, ds Kal meprdiumdverOat dyot da 7d 
They are found in Piscator (yet even he  4@dvarov" ov yap av, ei py mepi Wuxav édcyer, 
hesitates), Grotius, and Moldenhauer. To elie rd jets ot Caves ot meptAcrTomevot, TeACU- 
bring the correct view to more general recog- — tijvetv, eAAwY" 


A€yet ody, tL ot CaVTES ai 
nition was reserved for recent times. 


Woxai ok av Ta gwpaTa mpohOdcwpey ev TH 
2 Cartas Tas Wuxas, KotunPevTa 52 Ta CHuaTa dvacrdce, GAAG MET’ avTaY TS avavtagews 
Adyec’ otk Gv ody MpoAdBwow ai Wvxalt mpHrov _revédspeOa. 

yap éyeiperat Ta odpara, iva alta aroAdBwow 
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to the fact that by means of an “enallage personae,” or an dvaxoivwore, 
something is often said of a collective body which, accurately taken, is. 
only suited toa part. Then the sense would be: we Christians, namely, 
those of us who are alive at the commencement of the advent, i.e. the 
later generation of Christians who will survive the advent. But however 
often juei¢ or dueig is used in a Communicative form, yet in this passage 
such an interpretation is impossible, because here quete of Cavre¢ K.7.A., a8 a 
peculiar class of Christians, are placed in sharp distinction from xoiuyévrec, 
as a second class. Accordingly, in order to obtain the sense assumed, the 
words would require to have been written : 67 judy ot Cavtec K.7.A. ob pp 
¢Gaoovrat Tove Kotunbérrac, apart altogether from the fact that also in v. 4 
the possibility is expressed, that the day of the Lord might break in upen 
the presently existing Thessalonian church. Not less arbitrary is it, with 
Joachim Lange, to explain the words: “we who live in our posterity,” for 
which an additional clause would be necessary. Or, with Turretin, Pelt, 
and others, to understand of (évre¢ of mepidAectéuevor in a hypothetical 
sense: we, provided we are then alive, provided we still remain. (So, in 
essentials, Hofmann: by those who are alive are meant those who had 
not already died.) For then, instead of jyeic of Cavrec, of repirermdpevor, it 
would necessarily require jyeic Cavrec, repiAertouevor (without an article). 
The same also is valid against J. P. Lange (Das apostol. Zeitalter, I., Braun- 
schw. 1853, p. 113): ‘‘ The words, ‘ the living, the surviving’ are for the pur- 
pose of making the contrast a variable one, whilst they condition and limit 
the jueic in the sense: we, so many of us (!) who yet live and have survived; 
or (?) rather, we in so far as we temporarily represent the living and 
remaining, in contrast to our dead.” Lastly, the view of Hoelemann (Die 
Stellung St. Pauli zu der Frage um die Zeit der Wiederkunft Christi, Leipz. 
1858, p. 29 and in a more extended form in his Neue Bibel-Studien, Leipz. 1866, 
p. 232 ff.) is not less refuted by the article before (avree and mepiAeurépevor: 
“The discourse, starting from the jyeic and rising more and more beyond 
this concrete beginning, by forming, with the next two notions of Cavtec, oi 
mepthernduevot, always wider (!) and softer circles, strives to a generic (!) 
thought—namely, to this, that Paul and the contemporary Thessalonians, 
while in the changing state of repiieixecdu (being left behind), might be 
indeed personally taken away beforehand; although the opposite possi- 
bility, that they themselves might yet be the surviving generation, is 
included in the jueic of Cévrec with which the thought begins, and which 
always echoes through it.” Every unprejudiced person must, even from 
those dogmatic suppositions, recognize that Paul here includes himself, 
along with the Thessalonians, among those who will be alive at the advent 
of Christ. Certainly this can only have been a hope, only a subjective 
expectation on the part of the apostle; as likewise, in the fifth chapter, 
although he there considers the advent as impending and coming sud- 
denly, yet he supposes the indefiniteness of the proper period of its com- 
mencement (comp. also Acts i. 7; Mark xiii. 82). That the apostle here 
states his surviving only as a supposition or a hope, is not nullified by 
the fact that he imparts the information (ver. 15) év Adyp kvpiov. For the 
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Aéyo¢ xvpiov can, according to the context, only refer to the relation of 
those who are asleep to the living; ‘but does not refer to the fact who will 


‘belong to the one or to the other class at the commencement of the 


advent. [LV d.] Only on the first point was the comforting information 
contained which the Thessalonians required—The present participles 
Covrec and repiderrouevor are not to be taken as futures (Calvin, Flatt, Pelt), 
but denote the condition as it exists in the present, and stretches itself to 
the advent.—ov pi ¢0dowpuev Tove Kowuntévtac] [LV e, f.] shall by no means 
precede those who are asleep, so that we would reach the end (the blessed- 
ness of the advent), but they would be left behind us, and accordingly lose 
the prize. The apostle speaks in the figure usual to him of a race, in 
which no one obtained the prize who was forced half way to interrupt his 
running—On the emphatic od 4, see Winer, p. 471 f. [E. T. 506]. 

Vv. 16, 17. Proof of the truth of ov pi) g@dcwpev tobe Koiumdévtag by a 
description of the particulars in which the adyent will be realized. 

Ver. 16. Comp. Flatt, Opuse. acad. p. 411 ff.—r:] not that, as Koch and 
Hofmann think, so that vv. 16 and 17 (according to Hofmann, only ver. 
16!) still depend on Aéyouev év Adyw Kvpiov, ver. 15; but for—adrdc 6 Kbpioc] 
the Lord Himself. airéc is neither a mere introductory subject (“ He, the 
Lord,” de Wette, Hofmann); nor added with the design to refer “the 
coming of Christ expressly to His holy personality and corporality,” 
accordingly designed to exclude “every manifestation of Him by mere 
instruments,” or by angels (so Olshausen and Bisping, and already Mus- 
culus, Estius, and Fromond.’); also is not inserted here “for solemnity’s 
sake, and to show that it will not be a mere gathering to Him, but He 
Himself will descend, and we shall be summoned before Him” (Alford) 
and also does not affirm “that the Lord Himself will descend amid occur- 
rences which form an essential part of God’s final revelation of judgment of 
the world, that His coming will be attended by such manifestations as usher 
in the aidy uéAAov and cause Him to appear as the one who introduces 
it and is its Lord,” Stihelin p. 222;—but it represents Christ as the 
chief Person and actor at the advent, emphatically opposed to His faith- 
ful ones—both those already asleep (oi vexpoi év Xpior@) and those still 
living—as they who are acted upon.—«éAevoua] in the N. T. an dmag 
Aeyouevov, denotes an imperative call, e.g. of a commander to his host to 
exhort them to the conflict or to warn them to decamp, of a driver to 
excite his horses to greater speed, of a huntsman to encourage his hounds 
to the pursuit of the prey, of sailors to excite themselves to vigorous 
rowing, etc. Comp. Thucyd. ii, 92; Xen. de venat. vi. 20; Lucian, Catapl. 
19. Here the «éAevoua might be referred to God. Only then we must not, 
as Hunnius does, identify it with the odamyé cov, and find represented 
in the two expressions the “horribilis fragor inclarescentium tonitruum ;” 
but, in conjunction with the statement that God only knows beforehand 
the time and hour of the advent (Matt. xxiv. 3), it must refer to the 


1Koch accepts both de Wette’s interpre- airés at the same time unaccented and 
tation and the meaning of Olshausen, and emphatic. 
thus falls into the contradiction of making 
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imperative call to bring about the advent. So recently Bisping and 
Stihelin. This interpretation is, however, to be rejected, because the three 

sentences introduced with é are evidently similar, i.e. all three are a_ 
statement of the mode of xaraSaiveww, accordingly contain the description 
of the circumstances with which the descent during the course of its com- 
pletion will be accompanied. But, understood in the above manner, év 
xeAebouaTe Would denote an act preceding the xataBaivew, and thus another 
preposition instead of év would necessarily be chosen. Others, as Theo- 
doret, Oecumenius, Grotius, and Olshausen, refer év xeAebouare to Christ. But, 
in this case we would be puzzled so to define the contents of the kéAevoya, 
as to prevent them coming into collision with the gwveiv of the apydyyeroc. 
For that we are not justified, with Theodoret, in distinguishing the xé- 
Jevoya and the dway by a prius and post (6 Kipuc . . . Kedeboer wiv apydyyedov 
Bojjcac) is-eyident, as both are simultaneous—both in a similar manner are 
represented as accompanying the xatafaivew. It is accordingly most pro- 
bable that Paul places év xeAetouat: first as a primary, and on that account 
absolute expression, and then, in an epexegetical manner, more fully 
develops it by év gavq apyayyé2ov xai tv cdAreyy: Ocov. If this isthe correct 
interpretation, the apustle considers the xéAevoua as given by the archangel,! 
directly afterwards mentioned, who for the publication of it uses partly his 
voice and partly a trumpet ; and, as the contents of the xéAevoua, the impera- 
tive call which reaches the sleeping Christians to summon them from their 
graves (comp. also the following kat oi vexpol «.7.4.), consequently the resur- 
rection-call (Theodoret, John Damascenus, Calixt, Stihelin and others).— 
év Guvg apyayyéAov Kat év odAriyyt Ocov| with the call, namely, of an archangel, 
and with (the sound) of the trumpet of God. Christ will return surrounded 
by hosts of angels; comp. iii. 13; 2 Thess. i. 7; Matt. xvi. 27, xxiv. 30 f., 
xxy. 31; Mark viii. 38, xiii. 26 f.; Luke ix. 26. According to the post- 
exile Jewish notion, the angels were distinguished into different orders and 
classes, over each of which presided an apydyyedoc. (See Winer’s bibl. Real- 
worterb. 2d. ed. vol. I. p.386 f.) One of these apyayyedo (2°¥)—whom Nicolas 
de Lyra, Hunnius, Estius (appealing to Jude 9 and Rev. xii.), Bern. a Picon., 
Bisping and Stihelin suppose to be the archangel Michael; and Corne- 
lius a Lapide, Michael or Gabriel; whilst Ambrosiaster and Olshausen, 
as well as Alphen and Honert (in Wolf), understand no angel at all, but 
the two first understand Christ (!), and the two last the Holy Ghost (!)—is 
considered as the herald at the commencement of the advent, who with a 
loud voice calls upon the dead, and arouses them by the sound of a 
trumpet. The Jews used trumpets for summoning the people together ; 
comp. Num. x. 2, xxxi. 6, Joel ii.1. Also the manifestations of God were 
considered as accompanied by the sound of a trumpet; comp. Ex. xix. 
16; Ps. xlvii. 6; Zech. ix. 14; Isa. xxvii. 13 ;—and as it was the opinion 
of the later Jews that God will use a powerful and far-sounding trumpet 


1Macknight incorrectly refers the xéAevona their joy at the advent of Christ to judge the 
to the whole of the attendant angelic host, and world,’—an interpretation which finds no 
finds therein “the loud acclamation which — support in the context, and militates against 
the whole angelic hosts will utter toexpress the meaning of xéAevoya. 
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to raise the dead (comp. Eisenmenger’s entdecktes Judenthum, II. p. 929 f), 
so in the N. T. mention is made of a cdAmyé in reference to Christ’s 
advent; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 52; Matt. xxiv. 31. The trumpet is called 
odAnryé Ocov, either because it excels all human or earthly trumpets in the 
power of its sound (so Cornelius a Lapide, Calov., Wolf, Benson, Bengel, 
Baumgarten, Bolten, and several); or because it will be blown at the 
command of God (so Balduin, Jac. Laurentius, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, and 
others); or, lastly, because it belongs to God and is used in His service (so 
de Wette, who refers to the expression “ harps of God,” 1 Chron. xvi, 42; 
Rev. xv. 2 [see also Winer, p. 282, E. T. 247], Koch, Alford, Ellicott and 
Stiihelin)—a7’ ovpavov] down from heaven. For the crucified and risen 
Christ is enthroned in heaven at the right hand of God; comp. Rom. viii. 
34; Eph. i. 20; Col. iii. 1; Phil. iii. 20.—kai oi vexpot x.7.A.] a consequence 
of év Kedebopate K.T.A, KataBjoeTa.—ev Xpior@] is not to be connected with 
avacrhoovra (Pelt, Schott), but with oi vexpoi; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 18; Winer, 
p. 128 [E. T. 185]. For if connected with avacrjoovra, then év Xpiorg 
would receive an emphasis which, according to the context, it cannot 
have; as the apostle does not intend to bring forward the person by whom 
the resurrection is effected, which is evident of itself, but designs to show 
what relation it will have to those who sleep on the one hand, and to those 
who are alive on the other. Theodoret has arbitrarily inserted into the 
text: Nexpov¢ rove motove Aéyer, ov dvov Tove TO evayyeAig wemtoTevKdrac, a2Aa Kat 
Tove év vduw Kal Todo Tpd véuov Jiaraupavrac ; and Musculus, that there are also 
to be reckoned among the vexpoi év Xpeor@ the dead children of Christians 
before they believed on Christ, and the “patres priorum saeculorum qui 
ante tempora Christi vixerunt. Nam et illi cam semine ipsorum propter 
fidem venturi servatoris in Christo fuerunt.”—zpérov] does not denote, as 
Oecumenius (oi év Xpior@ rovréotwv ol rioroi, rpdrov avacrhaovrat, oi dé Aourol Eaxa- 
TOL, OC Ly dpralecba uATe avavrav wéAAovrec) and others maintain, the first resur- 
rection,—the so-called resurrection of the just,—in contrast to the resurrec- 
tion of all men following ata much later period; a distinction which is left en- 
tirely unnoticed in our passage, and in the form stated would be un-Pauline. 
Rather zpérov is in contrast to érecra, ver. 17, and denotes that the first act of 
Christ at His reappearance will be the resurrection of the Christian dead, 
and then the dprdfeoda of the living, ver. 17, will follow as the second act. 

Ver. 17. Xtv airoic] i.e. with the raised vexpot év Xpiot@.—dpraynosuedta] 
we will be snatched away. The expression (comp. 2 Cor. xii. 4; Acts viii. 
89) depicts the swiftness and irresistible force with which believers 
will be caught up. But, according to 1 Cor. xv. 50-58, the apostle 
must have conceived this dpéfecSa as only occurring after a change 
has taken place in their former earthly bodies into heavenly, to 
qualify them for a participation in the eternal kingdom of the Messiah.— 
év vegéAarc | not instead of ei¢ vedé2ac (Moldenhauer), but either in clouds, ¢. e. 
enveloped in clouds, or better, on clouds, i.e. enthroned in their midst. 
According to the Old Testament representation (Ps. civ. 8), God rides on 
clouds as on a triumphal chariot. Also the Messiah appears on clouds 
(Dan. vii. 18). According to Acts i. 9, Christ ascended to heaven on a 
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cloud; and according to Acts i. 11, Matt. xxiv. 30, He will return ona 
cloud.'—ei¢ aravryow Tod xupiov] to the meeting of the Lord. ¢. e. in order to be 
led towards the Lord. cig axévryow, corresponding to the Hebrew DRIP? 
is united both with the genitive (Matt. xxv. 1,6), as here, and with the 
dative (Acts xxviii. 15). From the words it follows that the apostle did 
not think of Christ descending completely down to the earth.—elc dépa] 
into the air, belongs to dprayycéueSa, and can as little be considered as 
equivalent to ei¢ rove obpavoic (Flatt) as it can denote through the air, i.e. 
through the air to the higher regions (Flatt). Nor, on the other hand, can 
it be the apostle’s meaning—although Pelt, Usteri, Paulin. Lehrbegr. pp. 
356, 359 (hesitatingly), and Weizel in the Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1836, p. 935 f, 
also Stahelin p. 229 f. assume it—that the Christian host would be caught 
up into the air, in order to have their permanent abode with Christ in the air. 
For, according to 2 Cor. y. 1, the future eternal abode of Christians is év 
toi¢ oipavoic.? Nevertheless the apostle was constrained to express himself as 
he has done. For when Christ descends down from heaven, and Christians 
are caught up to meet Him, the place of meeting can only be a space between 
heaven and earth,i.e.the air. Comp. Augustine, de civit. Dei, xx. 20,2: Quod 
enim ait . . . non sic accipiendum est, tanquam in aére nos dixerit semper 
cum domino esse mansuros ; quia nec ipse utique ibi manebit, quia veniens 
transiturus est. Venienti quippe ibitur obviam, non manenti. But that Paul 
adds nothing concerning the removal of the glorified Christian host to 
heaven, following their being caught up with Christ, and of the resurrection 
of all men connected with the advent along with the judgment of the 
world, is naturally explained, because the description of the advent as such 
is not here his object, but his design is wholly and entirely to satisfy the 
doubts raised by the Thessalonians in respect of the advent.2 But to effect 
this purpose it was perfectly sufficient that he now, specifying the result of 
the points described, proceeds: kai otrwe rdvtote civ Kupiy éodueda] and so 
shall we ever be united with the Lord.—oirwc] so, that is, after that we have 
actually met with Him. It refers back to ei¢ amdvryow.—cir] imports more 
than era. It expresses intimate union, not mere companionship.—éodueVa] 
comprehends as its subject both the vexpoi év Xpior@ and the Cavrec. [LV g.] 

Ver. 18. A concluding exhortation.—rapakaieiv] not to exhort (Muscu- 
lus) but to comfort ; comp. iva pi Aurjote, ver. 13.—Aédyor] denotes nothing 
more than words. Erroneously Aretius, Flatt, Pelt, Olshausen, and 
others: principles or doctrines (of faith). And év roig Adyorg rotroue denotes 
on the ground of these or the above words. 


cerning the change of believers who happened 


1Theodoret: "EdecEe 7d wéyeOos THs TLYLhs* 
to be alive at the advent is justified. Against 


Gorep yap avtos 6 deamdrys emi vehedns puw- 


Teas avedjpOn, ovTw Kal ot cis alTOY memLC~ 
TEVKOTES K.T.A. 

2Also on this account Paul cannot have 
thought on a permanent residence on the 
glorified earth (Georgii in Zeller’s theol. Jahrb. 
1845, I. p. 6, and Hilgenfeld in the Zeitsch. f. 
wiss. Theol., Halle 1862, p. 240). 

3 For the same reason also the silence con- 


Schrader, who thinks on account of this 
silence that the author must have conceived 
the circumstances of the advent “in an 
entirely sensible manner;” “the incon- 
gruities of this representation, if it is under- 
stood sensibly,” cannot be Pauline, because 
with Paul the doctrine of the last things has 
a “purely (?) spiritual character.” 
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Norres py AMERICAN EDITOR. 


LIM. Vy. 1—12. 


(a) In the second division of the Epistle, which begins with ver. 1 of this 
chapter, and extends as far as ver. 25 of chap. y., the Apostle gives certain direc- 
tions and exhortations respecting the Christian life of the readers, and meets, at 
length, certain questionings or difficulties which occupied their minds. These 
exhortations and questionings, however, indicate the early stages of development 
and thought, and belong in the line of friendly suggestion—answering, thus, to 
the preceding chapters. The word Aoéy is suggestive of the same thing. The 
writer turns from his friendly review of the past, and his expressions of hope for 
the future, to the brief counsels which he has to give, as if these were only the 
accidental closing remarks in a letter, which had been begun for the purpose of 
simply assuring them of his deep interest in their welfare and warm affection for 
themselves. The character of the first exhortation (vy. 1, 2), which, both in its 
general form and through the ovv pointing backward to iii. 13, is closely con- 
nected with what has been already set forth in the earlier section, is also indica- 
tive of this plan and design as in the Apostle’s mind——(6) The exhortation of vv. 
1, 2 evidently follows immediately upon the thought of iii. 11-13. In the former 
passage, he prays that God would cause them to abound in love to the end of 
confirming them in holiness, etc., and here he asks them, in the way of reaching 
this result, to abound yet more in obeying and following the instructions which he 
had himself given them, as he had been taught by Christ. These verses, accord- 
ingly, form a most natural transition from iii. 12,13 to iy. 3 ff, where he enters 
into some particular details. We may observe the closely connecting link, also, 
‘which is found in the words tovro yap éorw OéAnua Tov Geod of ver. 3. 

(c) The principal questions in vv. 3-6 are connected with the meaning of oxebog 
and the construction and reference of Td depBaivew x«.7.A. As to the former of 
these two points, the arguments presented by Liinem., in his note, may be regarded’ 
as satisfactorily establishing his view. As to the latter, the following suggestions 
may be offered: (1) The designation of adultery by the verbs used in ver. 6 is 
antecedently improbable ; while, as referring to covetousness, etc., they are most 
appropriately used. (2) The close connection of the sin of covetousness with that 
of unchastity elsewhere in Paul’s writings, makes it very natural that he should 
refer to both of the two here. (3) As these two sins were chief outgrowths of 
idolatry, according to his view, the combination of the two affords the most satis- 
factory contrast to that sanctification which he presents as the will of God for the 
Christian. (4) The idea of «raoa, modified by the words which follow, finds its 
full and complete contrast in aréyeoda. To refrain from zopveia is the opposite 
of “acquiring for oneself one’s own vessel in sanctification and honor, not in the 
passion of lust.” To introduce a further expression, relating indeed to adultery, 
but viewing it prominently in the light of overreaching or defrauding a brother, 
involves an addition to a contrast already fully presented, and an addition which - 
would scarcely seem necessary in the connection. On the other hand, the con- 
nection of 7d tmepBaivey with what precedes without any separating particle ; 
the difficulty of accounting for r@ mpdyyare as referring to business (the business 
or matter on hand at any time) ; and the use of dxaSapoia in ver. 7,—are points 
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of importance as bearing in favor of the application of the words to adultery. It 
must be observed, however, that the absence of any particle before rd yi dzep- 
Baivew and the use of t@ tpayuare are not altogether easy of explanation, if the 
-reference to adultery is accepted. The peculiarity of the language is such that no 
confident affirmation can be made, as between the two views. Not improbably, 
however, the reference of wAcovéxrecv to covetousness is in accordance with the 
meaning of the Apostle. It does not seem necessary, if we adopt this view, to 
-make 7d yu) brep8. parallel to 6 adyiacudc, as Liinem. does—thus giving to dy. the 
sense of holiness in the special line of chastity. More probably, the view of de 
W., Koch and others, is correct—that the parallelism is with azéyeoUa, and that 
dycaoudg is a general word covering the two particulars.—(d) In respect to ver. 
11, the simplest explanation is, that zepiccetvev refers backward to the idea of 
ayaxav and ¢tAadeAdia, yet only in a passing way and by a single word (comp. ov 
Xpeiav Exere), and that then the exhortation immediately turns to a new point. 
The section (vy. 1-12) accordingly contains, (1) a general exhortation to walk in a 
way pleasing to God, vy. 1, 2; (2) an exhortation to lay aside the two great sins 
of their past idolatrous lives—unchastity and covetousness, vy. 3-8 ; (3) a remind- 
ing them of the virtue of brotherly love, vv. 9, 10; (4) an exhortation to live, in 
their individual lives, quietly, in the way of attending to their own affairs and 
working for their own support—that is, in a way opposite to that of persons who 
might think the new life upon which they had entered, or possibly the supposed 
nearness of the end, released them from the ordinary duties of their old lite, (vv. 
11, 12). The directions belong, all of them, near the beginnings of Christian 
development, or are such as might naturally be given to a church recently 
founded.—(e) The objection made by Liinem. against regarding p7dévo¢ of ver. 
12 as masculine—that it is an impossibility for man to stand in need of no man— 
is of no force in a sentence of this sort, when understood correctly. The writer is 
not speaking of need in every possible sense, but of dependence for support on 
the exertions of others, rather than our own. But, although this objection is not 
well taken, y7dévog is quite probably neuter. So R. Y. 


OL Var V, Von bo aL 


(a) The following points with regard to these verses may be especially ob- 
served :—(1) The deceased persons who are here particularly alluded to had been 
friends of the readers and fellow-members of their church. This is evident from 
the fact that Paul desires to prevent the readers’ grief, and to enable them to com- 
fort one another. (2) These persons must have died since the founding of the 
church in Thessalonica, and probably since the Apostle had left that city. They 
must have been persons, therefore, who had died within a few months. (3) This 
being the case, the number of these persons must have been small. The church 
itself could not have been, at this time, a large one, and the number in the mem- 
bership of such a church, who had died within such a period, could not have been 
large. (4) These first deaths in the little community occasioned to the survivors 
not merely grief, but grief of a peculiar sort. It was feared that, by dying so 
early, they had lost the future blessedness which the Christian believers hoped for 
at the Lord’s coming. They had died too soon. (5) The Thessalonians, who had 
this distress at the supposed fate of their friends, expected the Lord’s coming at an 
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early time. They thought that they should live to see it—otherwise their pecu- 
liar grief respecting these deceased persons, and their views as indicated in the 2d 
Ep., cannot be explained. (6) It is to persons under these circumstances, in this 
state of feeling, and with these views, that the Apostle is writing. He writes for 
the purpose of correcting their misapprehension (ot 6éAouev tude ayvoeiv, ver. 13), 
and in order that, by this means, he might keep them from losing hope for those 
who had died. These points must be borne in mind in considering the questions 
connected with the passage. 

(b) In his attempt thus to comfort their hearts and correct their mistake, he 
classes himself and his readers, by the use of the emphatic 7jei¢ and the contrast 
of the jyeic (as “ the living,” “the survivors to the coming of the Lord”) with the 
dead (rove xoyumdévrac, ver. 15, oi vexpoi, ver. 16), among those who will be alive at 
the end. The question necessarily arises whether he does this because he thought 
that the Parousia was so near that the readers and himself might, not improbably, 
live to see it, or whether, on the other hand, he merely unites himself by what is 
sometimes called the “communicative we ” with the persons, who may be alive at 
the end, whenever in the indefinite and distant future (after many centuries, as it 
has proved) the end shall come. With respect to this question, the following 
points must be noticed :—(1) Paul nowhere else uses the communicative we in the 
way of uniting himself with persons who belong exclusively, or may belong ex- 
clusively, toa remote future. The passages which are sometimes cited, and in 
which he thus associates himself with other Christians, or with a certain party of 
whom he does not altogether approve, or in which he places himself with those 
of Jewish views or with sinful men, are not in point; for, in all these cases, a pos- 
sibility of common experience can easily be thought of, since the persons alluded 
to, or representatives of the classes to which they belong, are contemporaries with 
himself. (2) The proper limits of this communicative “we” seem to be passed, when 
the persons referred to, other than the writer or speaker, belong to a future age. 
There must be some probability of a participation by the person using this we in 
the experience of those whom he has to associate with himself in using it, or it 
does not occur to the mind to adopt this form of expression. (8) It would seem 
especially difficult for the Apostle to have made this use of we in the present case 
for three reasons, namely (x) because the readers, inasmuch as they believed that 
they would live to the Parousia, would almost necessarily understand 7uei¢ as re- 
ferring to the writer and themselves; (y) because the contrast which they made 
between themselves and the xouumdévrec, in this regard, would seem to them to be 
confirmed by the contrast which they found him making; (z) because there was 
nothing to suggest the use of 7ueic, if there was no expectation in his mind that 
the readers and himself might be among the mepiAeuréuevor.—(4) The correction 
which Paul makes of their error indicates his state of mind. He does not declare 
their error to consist in the fact that they were expecting the Parousia in the 
near future, Whereas that event was to be looked for only in the remote future; he 
does not say to them, that they need not be troubled with reference to the dying 
of these friends so early, for death had come to them only a little earlier than it 
would come to themselves; and that they had fallen into a mistake as to the 
whole matter. On the other hand, he says, in substance, They have not lost the 
future blessedness by dying before the Lord comes. When He comes, they will 
rise, and we who survive, (you, who are grieving for them, and J), shall be caught 
up to meet them. As he says to the Corinthians five years later, The dead will be 
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raised, and we shall be changed (1 Cor. xv. 52).—(5) It is doubtful whether any 
preacher of the present day—whether believing that the Parousia is at an indefi- 
nite remove in the distant future, or that, though wholly uncertain as to its date, 
it may possibly come within a few years—would use this form of expression to 
persons having the views on the subject which the Thessalonians had, and being 
in just the state of mind, in which they were, respecting those of their number 
who had recently died. The language seems to be adapted to a state of expecta- 
tion which borders more nearly on confidence, than that which is in the minds of 
either of the classes alluded to. 

(ce) The following facts are to be remarked in connection with the passages in 
Paul’s writings which bear upon this subject :—(1) None of them are in their ex- 
pressions inconsistent with the expectation of the coming of the Lord at an early 
period. (2) Some of them (as e.g. Rom. xiii. 11f., 1 Cor. i. 7, 8), although not 

-necessarily carrying with them this idea, gain a special force and emphasis, if they 

are interpreted as involving it. Others (as 1 Cor. xv. 51,52 and the present 
verses) indicate, by the peculiar language employed, such an expectation, if the 
language is to be interpreted naturally and strictly. (3) If, however, the Apostle 
had such an expectation, he did not have it in such a way as to involve necessarily 
a belief that none of his readers would die before the Parousia, or a feeling that it 
was absolutely certain that he should not himself die. Writers who affirm, that, 
if #jueig refers to the Apostle and his readers, the verse must be understood as in- 
volving a declaration that not a single one of them would die, affirm what this 
reference of 7ueic does not, by any means, necessitate——(4) We find statements in 
his writings which show that he thought that certain things were to take place 
before the end—the filling up of the times of the Gentiles, the conversion of the 
Jews, the manifestation of the man of sin, Rom. xi. 25f.; 2 Thess. ii.2ff The 
date of the Parousia, accordingly, must have been, to his view, so far removed 
from the date of the writing of these Epistles as to allow time for the accomplish- 
ment of these things before it should arrive—(5) As the time of the end is ex- 
pressly excluded by Christ (Acts i. 7) from the subjects on which Divine revela- 
tion is made, the apostles may naturally not have been enlightened in regard to 
this matter, as they were with reference to other subjects. 


LY. Vv. 13-18. 


As to the individual words and phrases of this passage, we may notice the 
following points:—(a) That tov xexowunvévov refers to the Christians who had 
died in Thessalonica, and not to deceased Christians generally, is evident from the 
use of the aorist xoyuytévtac, which is substituted for it in vy. 14, 15; from the 
verb Aimjode; from the 18th verse; and from the general character and impres- 
sion of the passage. The same reference to the Thess. church is probably to be 
understood, for the reasons mentioned, if the reading Tév Korouévor is adopted. 
—(b) The exact state of mind of the survivors with regard to these persons is 
indicated by the reference to the heathen, who haye no hope, and by the 14th 
verse. They were in grief because they feared that these friends, whom they had 
known as fellow-members of their church, would not be with Jesus in the 
kingdom.—(c) The objection made by many writers against connecting dia tov 
"Ijcov (ver. 14) with 4£e-—that this verb would, thus, have two modifying phrases 
(through Jesus—with Him), can hardly be regarded as of weight, for the former 
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connects the resurrection of the dead with Jesus, as by means of Him (1 Cor. xy. 
22), and the latter unites itself closely with the verb, as expressing, by the com- 
pound phrase, the thought which was designed to meet the need of the readers. 
The somewhat “dragging” character of the expression, if this construction is 
adopted,—which is urged as an objection by Alf. and others,—is worthy of consid- 
eration. R. V. reads as above in the margin, but connects with kocumdévrag (are 
fallen asleep in Jesus) inthe text—(d) Alf., who agrees with Liinem. in supposing 
that Paul expected to live to the time of the Parousia, says of ver. 15, “It must 
be borne in mind, that this inclusion of himself and his hearers among the 
Covre¢ does not in any way enter into the fect revealed and here announced— 
which is respecting that class of persons only as they are, and must be, one portion 
of the faithful at the Lord’s coming; not respecting the question, who shall and 
who shall not be among them in that day.” The word 7juelc, that is, is not a part of 
the Adyo¢ kypiov. Comp. Liinem.’s remark, that the context shows that the Adyo¢ 
xupiov is to be thus limited and explained—(e) ¢0dcwuev seems to imply such a 
“getting before” them as involves the idea of their losing the blessedness. This 
is the suggestion of the preceding context, so that the verb is not merely equiva- 
lent to being first, in contrast to the dead being first (in ver. 16)—(f) As com- 
pared with 1 Cor. xv. 51, 52, the order of the facts is the same—the rising of the 
dead first, afterwards the translation of the living. In 1 Cor., however, the 
bodily change which comes to the living is made prominent; here, on the other 
hand, it is the removal from the earth to meet the Lord. In 1 Cor., also, the 
appearance of the Lord is not set forth, as it does not come within the sphere of 
the thought. The trumpet sound is there alluded to only as an indication of time, 
and as connected with the other expressions (a moment, the twinkling of an eye) 
which refer to the instantaneousness of the change—(g) The passage does not, in 
its statements, go beyond the fact of the meeting with the Lord and the subse- 
quent union with Him. This was all that the Thessalonians needed in order to 
meet their error and consequent grief. This was the word by which they might 
comfort one another. But—so far as the passage offers any suggestion at all on 
the subject—the intimation of what is here said is unfayorable to the idea of a 
personal reign of Christ as physically present on earth, and favorable to that of 


an abiding of His people with Him elsewhere. They go to Him, and are to be 
ever with Him, 
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CHAPTER V 


In ver. 2 Lachm. Tisch. and Ellicott, after BD EF GX, 17, 67** et al., read 
only juépa. But the Receptus 7 7juépa is to be retained. The article was omitted 
in consequence of the similar letter at the beginning of the following word.—Ver. 
3.” Orav Agywow] Elz. Matth. read “Orav yap 2éywow. But yap is wanting in A F 
G&S* 17, 44, al, m. Syr. It. Tert. Cypr. Ambrosiaster, ed., and instead of it B D 
ES8**** Copt. Syr. p. Chrys. Theodoret have dé (bracketed by Lachm.). This 
diversity of authorities makes it highly probable that Paul wrote only ” Orav 
(received by Griesb. Scholz, Tisch., Alford and Ellicott), but that at a later period, 
after the relation of ideas was defined, a yap ora dé was inserted for explanation — 
Ver. 4. Elz. has 7 juépa tuac. Instead of this Lachm. Tisch. 1 and Ellicott 
have tac 7 juépa. Correctly ; for this position is not only required by predomi- 
nant attestation (A D EF G, al., Vulg. It. Chrys. in comm.), but also by the 
internal design of the discourse——Elz. has o¢ kiénrtye. o@¢ KAéttac, accepted by 
Lachm. (not Tisch.), is not sufficiently attested by A B, Copt., and unsuitable by 
the change of the image without any reason.—Ver. 5. maytec yap] Elz. Matth. 
read tdvrec. Against AB DE FGL¥817, 23, al., perm. edd. Syr. utr. Arr. 
Copt. Aeth. Arm. Slav. ed. Vulg. It. Clem. Chrys. Theodoret, Theoph. Ambro- 
siast. Aug. Pel—Elz. has otx éouév. ovx éoré, found in D* F G, Syr. It. Harl.** 
Marian, Ambrosiast., is a correction for the sake of conformity with the preced- 
ing.—Ver. 6 Elz. has d¢ xai oi Zorrot, Lachm. and Tisch. 1 and 8 read a¢ of Aoxroi, 
But the omission of «ai is not sufficiently attested by A (B?) 8* 17, al., Syr. Arr, 
Aeth. Vulg. ms. Clem. (bis) Antioch. According to Schott, xai is a gloss from iv. 
13 (?)—Ver. 13. Instead of the Receptus trepexrepiccov, B D* ¥ G, al. have 
brepexrepicooc¢. Preferred by Lachm. Tisch., Alford and Ellicott. Probably 
original: tepexrepico@c, not occurring elsewhere, being corrected according to 
iii. 10 and Eph. iii. 20.—Instead of év airoic, which D* F G8, 47, al., pl. edd. Syr. 
Erp. Aeth. Slay. ms. Vulg. It. Chrys. Theodoret, Codd. ap. Theophl, Ambrosiast. 
ed. Pelag. require, Tisch. 8 has received, and Griesb. has commended to special con- 
sideration, év éavroic of the Receptus is to be retained, with Matth. Lachm. Scholz, 
Tisch. 7 Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott and Reiche. ’Ev airoi¢ arose because elpyvebere 
éy éavtoic was not considered an independent exhortation (on which account a kai 
is inserted by 8* before eipyvetere), since these few words are found inserted between 
two exhortations, of which the first was introduced by the formula épwrdpev 6é 
tac, and the second by tapaxadoijuev 62 tuac—Ver. 15, kai eig adAjAovc] so Elz. 
Matth. Tisch. 2 and 7, and Alford. sai is disputed by Griesb. Correctly erased 
by Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. 1 and 8, and Ellicott after A B E F G@ &* min. 
perm. Syr. Arr. Copt. Vulg. ed. It. Ambrosiast. ed. Pelag—Ver. 18. Elz. has Tovro 
yap SéAnua Occ’. Lachm. reads Todo ydp éorw BéAnua Ocov, Although éoriv is 
found in D* E* F G, 37, al., Vulg. It. Slav. Ambrosiast. Pel., yet the change of 
its position (sometimes after yép, sometimes after SéAjua, sometimes after Oeov) 
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betrays it to be an insertion—Ver. 21. tavra dé] Elz. Tisch. 2, Bloomfield read 
ravra, But 6é (BD E F G K L&8**** min. plur. edd. Aeth. Slav. Vulg. It. Clem. 
[bis] Bas. Chrys. [in textu] Damasc. Theoph. Ambrosiast. ed. Pel., recommended 
by Griesb., received by Matth. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. 1, 7 and 8, Alford and 
Ellicott also preferred by Reiche) was easily absorbed by the first syllable of the 
following word, doxiudSere.—Ver. 27. Instead of the Receptus épxifo, Lachm. Tisch. 
Alford and Ellicott have correctly accepted évopxifw, after A B D* E, 71, 80, al., 
» Auct. Synops. Euthal. (in hypoth.) Damase. roi¢ adeAgoic] Elz. Matth. Scholz, 
Bloomfield, Ellicott, Reiche, Tisch. 7, read roc¢ dyiou adeAgoic, But ayiowg is want- 
ing in BD EF G@S* min. Aeth. It. Damasc. Ambrosiast. Cassiod. Suspected 
by Griesb. Correctly erased by Lachm. Tisch. 1, 2, 8, and Alford. 


ContTEeNntTs.—Concerning the period of the commencement of the advent 
the readers require no instruction. They themselves well knew that the 
day of the Lord will'suddenly break in, as a thief in the night. Therefore 
as children of the light they are to be watchful, and to arm themselves 
with the spiritual armor of faith, love, and hope, comforted with the assur- 
ance that God has not appointed them to destruction, but to eternal sal- 
vation through Jesus Christ who died for us, that we, whether living or 
dead, may receive a share in His glory. Therefore they are to comfort 
and edify one another (vv. 1-11). They are to esteem those who had the 
rule over them, to be peaceful among themselves, to admonish the unruly, 
to encourage the faint-hearted, to assist the weak, and to be forbearing 
toward all men. No one is to repay evil with evil. They are always to 
retain Christian joyfulness, to pray continually, to thank God for all 
things. They are not to quench the Spirit, nor to despise prophecy, but 
to prove all things, and to preserve the good. May God sanctify them 
thoroughly, in order that they may be blameless at*the coming of Christ 
(vv. 12-24). After an exhortation to the readers to pray for him, to salute 
all the brethren, and to read the Epistle to the whole assembled congre- 
gation (vv. 25-27), the apostle concludes with a Christian benediction 
(ver. 28). 


(2) Vv. 1-8. A reminder of the sudden and unexpected entrance of the 
advent. 


Ver. 1. [On vy. 1-11, see Note LVI. pages 560-561.] Mep? 62 ry ypdvev Kat 
tav xaipov] but concerning the times and periods, ¢.e. concerning the time and 
hour, sc. of the advent. [LVI b.] The conjunction of these two words 
frequently occurs; comp. e.g. Actsi.7; Dan. ii. 21; Eccles. iii. 1. yadvoe 
denotes time in general; xapéc, the definite point of time (therefore 
usually the favorable moment for a transaction). See Tittmann, de 
synonym. I. p. 39 ff. Paul puts the plural, because he thinks on a plurality 
of acts or incidents, in which partly preparation is made for the advent 
(2 Thess, ii. 3 ff.), and partly it is accomplished. That, moreover, the 
apostle, although he has not treated of the advent in itself, but only of an 
entirely special objection regarding it, feels necessitated also to make the 
commencement of the advent a subject of explanation, is an evident inti- 
mation that this point also formed the subject of frequent discussion 


CHAP, y,".1.. 2, 645 
among the Thessalonians. Yet on account of the relation of the second 
Epistle to the first, the opinicn that the return of Christ was immediately 
to be expected was not yet diffused—oi ypeiav éyere] a praeteritio, as in iv. 
9. The reason why the readers did not require instruction on the time 
and hour of the advent, is neither because instruction concerning it would 
not be useful to them (Oecumenius: d¢ doiuopov' 6 dé ye TlavAoc iowe noet 
aité, éx Tov appyrwr Kat rovTo Kadev, Theophylact, and others), nor also 
because no instruction can be given concerning it (Zwingli, Hunnius, 
Estius, Fromond., Flatt, Pelt, Baumg.-Crusius, Koch, and many others), but 
because the Thessalonians werealready sufficiently acquainted with it from 
the oral instruction of the apostle. Accordingly the apostle adds— 

Ver. 2. Airot yap] For ye yourselves, emphatically contrasted with the 
person of the writer, as in iv. 9.—axpc8ac] exactly, i.e. very well—By the 
jépa xvpiov, Hammond, Schoettgen, and Harduin arbitrarily understand 
the time of the destruction of Jerusalem; Nicolas de Lyra, Bloomfield, 
and others, the day of each man’s death; Oecumenius, Theophylact, and 
Zwingli, the death of the individual and the end of everything earthly. 
juépa kupiov can. only be another expression for xapovcia tov xkvpiov, iv. 15, 
and denotes, as everywhere else, the near impending period, when the 
present order of the world will come to an end, and Christ in His glory 
will return to the earth for the resurrection of the dead, the general judg- 
ment, and the completion of the kingdom of God; comp. 2 Thess. ii. 2; 1 
Cor. i. 8, v.5; 2 Cor. i. 14; Phil. i. 6, 10, ii.16. Besides, the corresponding 
expression 7) DV, is used in the Old Testament to denote a time in 
which God will manifest in a conspicuous manner His penal justice, or also 
His power and goodness; comp. Joel 1, 15, ii. 11; Ezek. xiii. 5; Isa. ii, 
12.—te KkAéxrne év voxri] as a thief in the night, se. Epyerac; comp. 2 Pet. iii. 10. 
The figure is designed to depict the suddenness and unexpectedness of the 
coming; comp. Matt. xxiv. 43; Luke xii. 39. Others, as Flatt, Schott, 
and Alford (similarly also Hofmann and Riggenbach), find expressed 
therein the further reference that the day of the Lord will also be terrible 
to all those who are not properly prepared for it. But this further idea is 
not contained in ver. 2, but only meets us in what follows. The compari- 
son dc k2éxrne év vuxti was undoubtedly the chief reason of the opinion in 
the ancient church, that the advent is to be expected at night (more spe- 
cifically, on an Easter-eve), which gave rise to the vigils, as one wished to 
be overtaken in a waking condition by the return of Christ.'\—obres] even 
so, a strong resumption of the preceding é¢.—The present épyere is not 
here used instead of the future éAevcera (Vorstius, Koppe, Flatt, Pelt), but 


1Comp. Lactantius, Institt. vii. 19: “ Haec 
est nox, quae a nobis propter adventum regis 
ac Dei nostri pervigilio celebratur; cujus 
noctis duplex ratio est, quod in ea et vitam 
tum recepit, qaum passus est, et postea orbis 
terrae regnum recepturus est.” Jerome on 
Matt. xxv. 6 (vol. vii. p. 203): “ Traditio Judae- 
orum est, Christum media nocte venturum in 


35 


similitudinem Aegyptii temporis, quando 
pascha celebratum est et exterminator venit, 
et dominus super tabernacula transiit...., 
Unde reor et traditionem apostolicam per- 
mansisse, ut in die vigiliarum paschae ante 
noctis dimidium populos dimittere non liceat, 
exspectantes adventum Christi.” 
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is designed to characterize the coming thus taking place as-an absolute 
and certain truth. See Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 871; Winer, p. 249 [E. T. 
265]. 

Ver. 3. Paul carries on in a vivid manner (therefore asyndetically) the 
description of the sudden and unexpected nature in which the advent is 
to break in, whilst he indicates that precisely at the time when man fan- 
cies himself in the greatest security, the advent will occur. But with this 
thought is the wider and more special thought blended, that they whodream 
of security and serve earthly things will reap the fruit of their carelessness, 
namely, destruction.—érav Aéywou] when they shall say, when it is said. As 
the subject of the verb, the apostle naturally thinks not on the inhabitants 
of Jerusalem (Harduin), but, as is evident from the nature of the expres- 
sion of opinion added, and from the apodosis, ‘unbelievers and merely 
nominal Christians, the children of this world; comp. Matt. xxiy. 38 ff. ; 
Luke xvii. 26 ff. For the pious and true Christian never abandons him- 
self to the feeling of security, but is always mindful of his salvation with 
fear and trembling; comp. Phil. ii. 12.—eipjvy Kai aogaAeva] se. éotiv; COMp. 
Ezek. xiii. 10.—é¢icrara:] imminet, or it surprises them.—ixgbyocw] stands 
absolutely. Camerarius and others unnecessarily supply tdv dAeApov. 
- Moreover, de Wette justly remarks, that in the comparison of the pangs 
of a pregnant woman, the supposition is contained that the advent is close 
at hand ;-for although the day and the hour, indeed, is not known to her, 
yet the period of her bearing is proximately known.} 


RemarK.—lf érav dé (see critical remark) is read, we might, with Schott, 
whom Koch follows, find the following contrast with airoi in yer. 2 expressed : ye 
indeed know certainly that the day of the Lord will infallibly and suddenly arrive ; 
but the day of the Lord, bringing destruction, will surprise the unbelieving and 
ungodly, who live in carelessness and security. But were such an emphatic oppo- 
sition of persons the intention of the apostle, he would have attached to the simple 
verb brav dé Aéywow a particular personal designation. Besides, airoi, ver. 2, 
already forms a contrast with the person of the writer, ver. 1; accordingly, it is 
improbable that airoi, ver. 2, should be so emphatically placed first, in order at 
the same time to introduce a contrast to third persons who are not mentioned 
until ver. 3. Lastly, it is evident from the context that it is by no means the 
design of the apostle to explain that the day of the Lord will befall Christians pres 
pared, but unbelievers unprepared ; but he purposes to remind them only of the 
sudden and unexpected entrance of the advent itself. 


(3) Vv. 4-11. Exhortation to be ready and prepared for the coming of 
the advent, occasioned and also softened by the previous indication of 
their character as “of the light,” which the readers by reason of their 
peculiarity as Christians possessed. 


1Comp, Theodoret: ofdSpa mpdabopov rd 
mapaderyua’ Kal yap } KVovoa oldey ore éper 
TO EuBpvov, ayvoet b& Tov Tov wSivwy Katpdv. 
ovTw Kal Hmets, OTe Mev Emihavigerar Tay dAwY 
6 KUptos, tomer, Tapds dé adTov Tov Karpov ovda- 


Mas ed:daxOnnev, Oecumenius: xadrtjads 88 7d 
Uroderypa TéOgiKe THs ev yaotpi éxovons* Kat 
yap Kai airy onpeta mév Exec TOD TéKOV TOAAG, 
avris b€ Ths dpas } THs Hucpas odK Ere. 
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Ver. 4. 'Yueic dé] but ye, in contrast to the unbelieving and worldly- 
minded described in ver. 3.—éoré] indicative, not imperative; for other- 
Wise 4 éore would require to be written instead of ov« éoré (see Schmalfeld 
Syntax des Griech. Verb. p. 143), not to mention that, according to the 
Pauline view, Christians as such, i.e. in their ideas and principles, are no 
more oxéroc, but ga¢ év xupio; comp. Eph. v. 8; 2 Cor. vi. 14; Col. i. 12. 
The expression oxdéroc, darkness, [LVI d.] here occasioned by the compari- 
SON ¢ KAéxry¢ Ev veri, ver. 2, is a designation of the ruined condition of 
the sinful and unredeemed world, which in its estrangement from God is 
neither enlightened concerning the divine will, nor possesses power to 
fulfill it—iva ivac 7 juépa x.7.2.] By tuac placed first the readers are fit- 
tingly and emphatically brought forward in opposition to those described 
in ver. 3.—iva is not éxBarixée in the sense of so that (Flatt, Pelt, Olshausen, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, and others), but reducac: that, or in order 
that. But the design contained in ia is to be referred to God. Paul 
intends to say: Ye are not among the unbelieving world alienated from 
God, and thus the design which God has in view in reference to that unbe- 
lieving and alienated world, namely, to surprise them by the day of the 
Lord, can haye no application to you. Why this design of God can have 
no application to the readers, the apostle accordingly states.— 

Ver. 5, first positively, and then negatively with a general reference to 

all Christians.—vioi gwréc] sons of the light, and vioi juépac, sons of the day, 
are Hebraisms: being a concrete mode of expression, in order to repre- 
seat “belonging to.” Comp. Eph. ii. 2,3, v. 8; Luke xvi. 8; 1 Pet. i. 14, 
and other passages. See Winer, p. 223 [E. T. 238]. juépa is here used as a 
synonym for ¢éc. The transition from the notion of the day of the Lord 
to the notion of day generally, in contrast to the darkness, was so much 
‘the more natural, inasmuch as the day of the Lord is according to its 
nature light, before which no darkness can exist, or rather by which every 
impurity of the darkness will be discovered and judged. An entirely 
similar transition from the juépa tov xvpiov to yuépa generally is found in 
Rom. xiii. 12, 18.—To ov éopvév vuxric obd2 cxérove, Estius, Pelt, Schott, and 
others incorrectly again supply vioi; for eivar, with the simple genitive, is 
the genuine Greek mode of expressing the idea of a possessive relation. 
See Kiihner, II. p. 167; Bernhardy, Syntaz, p. 165. 

Ver. 6 infers from the Christians’ character as children of the light, the 
duty to behave comformably to it, z.e. to be watchful and sober, that they 
might not be taken unprepared by,the day of the Lord.—xafetdew] denotes, 
under the image of sleep, carelessness about the eternal salvation of the 
soul. In Eph. v. 14 it is of the sleep of sin.—oi Aoroi] the others (comp. iv. 
13; Eph. ii. 3), i.e. the unbelievers.—ypyyopev and vfgew are also con- 
joined in 1 Pet. v. 8. vfgew is the opposite of pePioxecbar, ver. 7." 

Ver. 7. A reason for the exhortation in ver. 6 by a reference to the 
practice of the outward life.—vvkrdc vedbovow] refers to the known custom 


1OQecumenius: éniracts éypnydpcews To viper’ Eve yap Kai éypyyopévar Kat pydev Svahéper 
nabevdortos. 
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of devoting the evening and the night for debauchery.—webicoxeofac igs 
entirely synonymous with pediew. It is not to be assumed that the 
change of the verb is intentional, in order to denote with the first “the 
act of getting drunk,” and with the second “ the state of being so” (Mack- 
night); since, as also the analogy of the first half of the sentence proves, 
the progress of the discourse is contained in the addition of vuxréc, and 
accordingly only the idea already expressed in peOvoxéuevor is again taken 
up by yeAoverw. The view of Baumgarten-Crusius, repeated by Koch and 
Hofmann, that ver. 7 is to be understood in a figurative sense (comp. 
already Chrysostom and Oecumenius), and that Paul intends to say: “A 
want of spiritual life (xa¥ebdecv) and immorality (uedicKxeodac) belong to the 
state of darkness (vv«réc,) thus not to you,” is logically and grammatically 
impossible, since vuxréc, on account of the same verbs as subjects and 
predicates, can only contain a designation of time. In order to justify the 
above interpretation, of yap xa¥ebdorrec Kat (oi) uweSvoxduevor vexrde elow would 
require to have been written. 

Ver. 8. [LVI e, f.] The apostle passes over to a new image, whilst he, 
as the proper preparation for watchfulness and sobriety, requires the put- 
ting on of the Christians’ spiritual armor, with the help of which they are- 
in a condition victoriously to repel all the assaults of internal and exter- 
nal enemies.’ The apostle delights to represent the Christian under the 
image of a warrior; comp. 2 Cor. x. 4 ff.; Rom. vi. 13, xiii. 12; and espe- 
cially Eph. vi. 11 ff. Here the transition to this new image was very 
easily occasioned either by the expression juépa, Ver. 5, inasmuch as in 
the day one is not only watchful, but also completely clothed ; or by the 
idea of ypryopeiv, ver. 6, inasmuch as whoever watches must also be pro- 


vided with weapons. Whilst in Eph. vi. 11 ff. not only weapons of defence, — 


but also of offence are mentioned, the apostle here names only weapons 
of the first description. He designates as weapons the three principal 
parts of the Christian life—faith, love, and hope; comp. i. 3 and 1 Cor. 
Xlil. 18.—rictewe kad dydrnc] are genitives of apposition. ior and ayarn 
do not import “trust in God and Christ, and in connection with it - 
love to Him and to our fellow-men and to our Jellow-Christians” (Flatt); but 
the first is faith in Christ as the Redeemer, and the latter love to our 
neighbor. The riorc and the aydzy are a Yépaé, a coat of mail (comp. Isa. 
lix. 17; Wisd. v. 19), i.e. they protect the Christian’s heart against the 
influences of evil, even as a coat of mail protects the breast of the earthly 
warrior.—xat repixedadaiay tArida owrnpiac] and as a helmet the hope of salva- 
tion. This hope of eternal salvation is.so much the more a powerful 
protection against all the attacks and allurements to evil, as it by means 
of a reference to a future better world sustains our courage amidst trial 
and tribulation, and communicates strength to stedfast endurance.—The 
helmet is already in Isa. lix. 17 represented as a symbol of victory. 


1This design of the armor is evident from an arming against evil in order to overcome 
the context. Schrader’s objection to the _ it,” is therefore without meaning. 
words, that “Paul elsewhere only speaks of 


, 


a 
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Ver. 9. In this verse does not follow a new reason for the duty of watch- 
fulness and sobriety (Musculus), but a confirmation of the concluding 
words of ver. 8: éAxida owrypiac. Hofmann strangely perverts the passage : 
ézv is to be translated by that (not by for), and depends on éArida,—a con- 
struction which is plainly impossible by the addition of cwrypiac to éarida, on 
account of which the passage Rom. viii. 21, which Hofmann insists on as 
an alleged analogy, cannot be compared—The construction rudévac or 
tivecBai twa eic¢ tt, to appoint one for a purpose, to destine one to some- 
thing, is conformable with the Hebrew D1¥, nw, or [3 with 4 following ; 

“comp. Acts xiii. 47; 1 Pet. ii. 8; 1 Tim. i. 12.—eic¢ opyf] to wrath, i.e., to 
be subject to it, to become its prey; comp. i. 10.—a” eic mepirochow 
owrnpiac| but to the acquisition of salvation. epiroveiv means to cause some- 
thing to remain, to save, to acquire. The middle repurouioda signifies to 
save for oneself. Therefore zepizoinow denotes the acquisition, and par- 
ticularly the possession of a people; comp. Eph. i. 14; 1 Pet. ii. 9; Acts 
xx. 28, corresponding to the Hebrew, 720, by which the people of Israel 
were denominated God’s holy property; comp. Ex. xix. 5; Deut. vii. 6, 
ete. Here asin 2 Thess. ii. 14 zepiroiyowe has the meaning of acquisition 
generally.—0va rod Kvpiov jjuav Inco’ Xpicrov| belongs to repzroigow, not to 
23ero (Estius). Even by this grammatical relation of the words, Hof- 
mann’s opinion, that by da tov kupiov yudv ’Incov Xpiorov the pledge of sal- 
vation is prominently brought forward, is refuted. But the meaning is 
not: per doctrinam eam, quam Christus nobis attulit, non rabbini, non 
philosophi (Grotius), and also not: through the atoning death of our Lord 
Jesus Christ (Ellicott), by which what is contained in ver. 10 would be 
anticipated, but: by faith on Him. 

Ver. 10. That by which the acquisition of salvation is rendered objec- 
tively possible is the death of Christ for our redemption. However, this 
objective reason of repiroinaice cwrnpiac appears, according to the verbal 
expression, here not in causal connection with the preceding; for other- 
wise ver. 10 would have been attached with the simple participle aro8avév- 
roc without the article. Rather Paul adds in ver. 10 simply the fact of 
the death of Christ for our redemption as an independent expression, in 
order, by the addition of the final end of His death, to return to the 
chief reason which led him to this whole explanation concerning the 
advent, namely, to the comforting assurance that Christians who have 
already fallen asleep at the entrance of the advent will, as well as those 
who are alive, be partakers in Christ’s glory —irép jyov] for our benefit, 
not in our stead (Baumgarten-Crusius). See Meyer on Rom. v. 6.— 
ypnyopelv and xatebdecv cannot here, as formerly, be taken in an ethical 
sense; for in what precedes cadebdewv was represented as a mark of the 
unbelieving, of the children of this world, something incompatible with 
Christians in their character as children of the light. But to understand 
the words in their literal sense, with Musculus, Aretius, and Whitby, that 
is, to interpret them of day and night: “whether the advent happens in 
the day-time or at night,” would be feeble and trifling. It only remains 
that waking and sleeping here is to be regarded as a figurative designation 
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of life and death, whether we are yet alive at the advent, or whether we 
are already dead. [LVI g.] Accordingly the same thought is expressed 
in the sentence with iva, generally considered, which is contained in the 
concluding words of Rom. xiv. 8 (é4y re ov Couev éay te arodvioxwuer, Tob 
kvpiov éouér)..—On cade_eider of death, comp. LXX. Dan. xii. 2; 2 Sam. Vil. 
12; Ps. Ixxxviii. 5.—On eire . . . eire, with the conjunctive, see Winer, p. 
276 [E. T. 294] Buttm. p. 191 [E. T. 221.]—dya] does not belong to ovv airg 
(Hofmann, Riggenbach), but to ¢jowuev. It here corresponds to the 
Hebrew 7M, altogether (Rom. iii. 12), so that it emphatically brings for- 
ward the similar share in the (qv civ Xpior@ for all Christians, whether 
living or dead.—tjowper ] more specific than éodueda, iv. 17; for being 
united with the Lord is a partaking of His glory. According to Hof 
mann (comp. also Méller on de Wette), Sjoouev is designed to denote 
only a state of life-fellowship with Christ, so that there is indicated by it 
not something future but the present condition of Christians. But this 
weakening of the verbal idea militates against the context of our passage, 
as it has for its contents questions respecting the advent, and we are re- 
minded of the period of the advent by el¢ dpyfv and ei¢ reputoinow cwrnpiag 
directly preceding. Besides, Paul, if he would have expressed nothing 
more than “a fellowship of life with Christ, for which the distinction of 
corporeal life and death is indifferent,” would much more naturally have 
written adrod duev (comp. Rom. xiv. 8) instead of ody abrd Chowper. 

Ver. 11. A:6] therefore, sc. because we will undoubtedly be made par- 
takers of the glory of Christ, brings the preceding explanation to a conclu- 
sion; comp. dare, iv. 18.—rapaxaieiv] [LVI h.] Grotius, Turretin, Flatt, 
Pelt, de Wette, Koch, Hofmann, and others interpret it'as “to exhort.” 
More correctly, it is to be taken, as in iv. 18, “to comfort.” For (1) the | 
exhortation begun in ver. 6 has already, in vy. 9, 10, been changed into 
words of comfort and consolation ; (2) vv. 10, 11 stand in evident parallelism 
with chap. iv. 17, 18.—a? oixodopeire sig tov Eva] and edify one the other. 
Paul considers the Christian church, as also the individual Christian, as a 
holy building, a holy temple of God which is in the course of construc- 
tion; comp. Eph. ii. 20 ff; 1 Cor. iii. 16; 2 Cor. vi. 16. Accordingly 
oixodoueiv is a figurative designation of Christian progress generally ; comp. 
1 Cor. viii. 1, x. 23, xiv. 4.—el¢ rdv éva] equivalent to aAdAjaove, see Kypke, 
Observ. sacr. II. p. 389. Comp. of xaé’ gra, Eph. v. 33. Faber Stapulensis, 
Whitby, and Rickert (Romerbr, II. p. 249) read eic rdv éva, but differ from 
one another in their renderings. Faber Stapulensis finds the thought: 
“aedificate vos mutuo ad unum usque, h. e. nullum omittendo ;” Whitby 
explains it: “ edify yourselves into one body ;” lastly, Rickert maintains 
vixodopeiv ei¢ Tov éva is used “in order to denote the One, Christ, as the 


1 By this parallel with Rom. xiv. 8, 9, the 
objections of Schrader against our passage 
are settled, who thinks that “the manner in 
which the death of Christ and His coming 
again are spoken of, is not similar to what is 
found elsewhere in Paul, but rather to what 


Mark and Luke say concerning it. We do 
not find here the words taught by the. Holy 
Spirit as we are accustomed to hear from 
Paul, but the words from tradition, such 
as were at a later period prevalent among 
Christians!” : : 
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foundation on whom the building should be reared.” But in the first 
case Paul would have written éw¢ éé¢ (comp. Rom. iii. 12), in the 
second ei¢ é» (comp. Eph. ii. 14), and in the third én? 76 é% (comp. Eph. 
ii. 19).—xatde cai roveire] a laudatory recognition, that the oixodouely had 
already begun with the readers; comp. iv. 1, 10. 

Vy. 12-24. Miscellaneous exhortations, and the wish that God would 
sanctify the Thessalonians completely for the coming of Christ. 

Ver. 12. [On vy. 12-24, see Note LVII. page 561.] The apostle com- 
mences with an exhortation to a dutiful conduct toward the rulers of the 
church.—#éé] can only be a particle of transition to a new subject. It 
were possible that ver. 12 might be in the foHowing closer connection with 
ver. 11: Certainly I have praised you, because you seek to edify one 
another ; but this by no means excludes the duty of treating those who 
are appointed for the government of the church with becoming esteem 
and respect.! At all events, it appears from this that Paul considered this 
exhortation in respect to the rulers of the church necessary, to prevent the 
Thessalonians failing in any way in the respect due to them.—idévav] to 
recognize, sc. what they are, according to their nature and position, i.e. in 
other words, highly to value, highly to esteem. Comp. émcywéoxerv, 1 Cor. 
xvi. 18, and YT), Prov. xxvii. 23; Ps. cxliv. 3; Nah. i. 7—Paul does not by 
Koria@vrac, mpoistauévove, and youterouvrac indicate different classes of persons 
(Bernard a Picon and others), for otherwise the article rote would have 
been repeated before the two last predicates; but the same men, namely, 
the zpeoSbrepo, whom the apostles were accustomed to place in newly 
founded churches, and who in apostolic times were not different from the 
éxicxoro:; comp. Tit. i. 5,7; Acts xx. 17,28; Winer, bibl. Realworterb. 2d 
ed. vol.'I. p. 217 f. These presbyters are at first named generally korimvrag 
év iuiv] those who labor among you, t.e.in your midst (Musculus. Zanch., 
Flatt, Pelt, Hofm. et al. erroneously explain it: on you, in vobis se. docendis, 
monendis, consolandis, aedificandis), in order to make it appear before- 
hand that the eidéva:, the esteeming highly, was a corresponding duty due 
to the presbyters on account of their labor for the church. The expres- 
sion kori@vrac might, on account of its generality, have been understood 
of any member of the church they liked; therefore, in order with koriévra¢ 
to make them think definitely on presbyters, Paul adds by way of expla- 
nation, «at mpoicrauévove Kal vovd_eroovtac, by which presbyters are more 
particularly described, according to the diversity of their official functions, 
namely, as such to whom it belongs, first, to direct the general and exter- 
nal concerns of the church; and to whom, secondly, the office of teaching 
and exhortation is assigned.*—év xpi] in the sphere of the Lord, a limita- 
tion of xpoicrauévovc. Theophylact: ov év roig Koopixoig mpoicrarai cov, aAz 


1Already Chrysostom closely unites ver.  A€ywv, bru Kat duiv éwérpeia oixodomety adAH- 
12 with ver. 11, but determines the connection —_Aous* ob yap Suvarov wavra Tov dubdcKadoy eimety, 


in the following form not much to be com- 2Incorrectly Theodoret: 7d 6& mpoicrape- 
mended: "Emei8y elev oixodopetre els Tov Eva, vous Uuay ev Kupip avTl Tod Umepevxonevous 
iva ph voulcwawy, dt eis 7d TOV SdacKddwy afi- wvpov Kai TO OeG Thy VTép VuoY moETBeiav 


wpa aitovs aviyaye, ToUTO émjyaye, Hovovouxt mpoaPéporTas. 
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év toi¢ kara Kbpiov.—vovdereiv] to lay to heart, then generally to instruct and 
admonish. It refers particularly to the management of Christian disci- 
pline, yet Christian instruction generally is not excluded from it. Comp. 
also Kypke, Obs. IL. p. 339 f. 

Ver. 13. Kai #yeiata abrobc] is by Theodoret, Estius, Grotius, Wolf, Baum- 
garten, Koppe, de Wette, Koch, Bloomfield, and others, connected with 
inepexrepicoac, “and to esteem very highly, to value much,” to which év 
ayary is added as asupplementary statement, to express that this esteem 
is not to be founded on fear, but on love, or is to express itself in love. 
But the requirement to esteem highly is already, ver. 12, expressed by 
eldévae. Add to this that syeicfa, in order to denote the idea of high 
esteem or regard, requires an additional clause, as epi wAeiovoc, or mept 
rheicrov; but the adverb imepexrepicodc cannot represent that additional 
clause. We must therefore, with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Beza, Flatt, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, Alford, Ellicott, Hofmann, Riggen- 
bach, and others, unite #yeiofa with év ayaéry, by which, along with the 
duty of high esteem, ver. 12, the duty of love toward the rulers of the church 
is specially brought forward. The formula #yeioba twa év ayary, to hold a 
person in love, to cherish toward him a loving disposition, is not without 
harshness, but has its analogy in the genuine Greek construction, éyew 
twa év dpyh (Thucyd. ii. 18). Others less suitably compare #yeioAai re év 
kptoet, LXX. Job xxxv. 2.—did rd épyov airy] for their works’ (office) sake, 
z.e. first, on account of the labor which is connected with it; but secondly 
and chiefly, because it is an office in the service of Christ.—eipyvetere év 
éavroic] preserve peace among yourselves, comp. Rom. xii. 18; 2 Cor. xiii. 
11; Mark ix. 50. é éavroic is equivalent to év aA2fAow, see Kiihner, IT. 
p. 325; Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 273. The words contain an independent 
exhortation to be separated from the preceding, the apostle passing from 
the conduct enjoined respecting rulers, to the conduct enjoined generally 
of the readers to one another. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Faber Stapulensis, 
Zwingli, Calvin, Bullinger, Balduin, Cornelius a Lapide, Ernest Schmid, 
Fromond., and others, adopting the reading é» abroic (see critical note), 
have indeed explained it: “preserve peace with them, the presbyters,” 
but without grammatical justification, because for this eipyvebere per’ abrov 
would be required, comp. Rom. xii. 18. 

Ver. 14. "Araxroc] is especially said of the soldier who does not remain 
in his rank and file (so inordinatus in Livy); then of people who will not 
conform to civil regulations; then generally disorderly. Here the apostle 
alludes to those members of the Thessalonian church who, instead of 
applying themselves to the duties of their calling, had given themselves 
up to an unregulated and unsteady nature and to idleness, comp. iv. 11; 
2 Thess. iii. 6,11. We are not to understand, with Chrysostom, Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Estius, Fromond., Turretin, Benson, Bolten, Bloom- 
field, and others, the presbyters as the subject of vovfereire, but, as is 
already evident from the addition of ddeddoi, and generally from the 
similarity of the introductory words of ver. 14 with those of ver. 12, the 
members of the church in their totality, Paul thus here puts it out of the 
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question that the church as such had fallen into dragia (see on iv. 11). But 
it also follows from these words that the apostle was far removed from all 
hierarchical notions in regard to rulers (Olshausen)—Further, they were 
to comfort, to calm rode dAcyowiyouc] the faint-hearted, the desponding. Paul 
here thinks particularly on those who, according to iv. 13 ff., were pain- 
fully agitated concerning their deceased friends. Yet this does not pre- 
vent us from extending the expression also to such who failed in endur- 
ance in persecution, or who, conscious of some great sin, despaired of the 
attainment of divine grace, etc.—The acteveic] the weak, whom the church 
is to assist, are not the bodily sick, but fellow-Christians who still cling to 
prejudices, and were more imperfect than others in faith, in knowledge, or 
in reference to a Christian life; comp. Rom. xiv. 1,2; 1 Cor. viii. 7, 11, 12. 
—wyaxpobvueiv| to be long-suffering, denotes the disposition by which we do 
not fly into a passion at injuries inflicted, but bear them with patience and 
forbearance, comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 4; Eph. iv. 2; Col. iii. 12.—rpic xavrac] to 
all, is not to be limited to Graxroz, oAcyéwuyor, and dofeveic (Koppe), nor to 
fellow-Christians (Riggenbach), but is to be understood of all men gener- 
ally; comp. ei¢ aAAgiove wal eig xavrac, ver. 15. 

Ver. 15. Prohibition of revenge. This is easily and fitly added to the 
command of paxpobvyia.—épare| take care, take heed. The apostle speaks 
thus, because man is only too ready to gratify his natural inclination to 
revenge. Watchfulness, struggle, and self-conquest are necessary to offer 
resistance to it.—yuf tic] sc. ivav. Erroneously Fromond: “subditorum 
vestrorum.” Also incorrectly de Wette: “Since revenge is entirely 
unworthy of the Christian, so all are not warned against it, but the better 
disposed are exhorted to watch that no outbreaks of it should occur 
(among others).” For (1) the prohibition of revenge is peculiarly Chris- 
tian, corresponding neither to the spirit of heathenism (see Hermann, ad 
Sophocl. Philoct. 679; Jacobs, ad Delect. Epigr. p. 144; in opposition to the 
objections of Jowett, see Ellicott on this passage) nor to that of Judaism 
(comp. Matt. v. 38, 43). But de Wette’s reason makes the prohibition 
appear as if it were something long known, something evident of itself. 
(2) Also the better disposed are not free from momentary thoughts of 
revenge; accordingly also upon them was that prohibition to be pressed. 
(8) The fulfilling of that command appertains to the individual life of 
every one; whereas to guard against the outbreaks of revenge among 
others is only rarely possible.—xaxdv avr) xaxod tax axodovvac] to render to 
any one evil for evil, comp. Rom. xii. 17; 1 Pet. iii. 9; Matt. v. 44—70 
dya0éy] denotes not the useful or agreeable (Koppe, Flatt, Schott, Olshau- 
sen, and others), or “ what is good to one ” (Ell., Hofm., Mller), nor does it 
contain an exhortation to benevolence (Piscator, Beza, Calixt, Pelt, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, and others), but denotes the moral good; see Meyer on 
Gal. vi. 10.—é:éxew 71] to pursue something, to seek to reach it in the race 
(Phil. iii. 12, 14), then generally a figurative expression for striving after a 
thing, comp. Rom. ix. 30, 31, xii. 13, xiv. 19; 1 Cor. xiv. 1. 

Ver. 16. Comp. Phil. iv. 4. Also this exhortation is closely Denrafictadt 
with the preceding. The readers are to be always joyfully inclined, even 
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when the case indicated in ver. 15 occurs—that sufferings are prepared 
for them. The Christian can always feel inspired and elevated with 
internal joy, as he has the assured confidence that all things promote the 
good of the children of God; comp. Rom. viii. 28; 2 Cor. vi. 10; Rom. 
y. 3. Ina forced manner Chrysostom, whom Theophylact and others 
follow, refers ver. 16 to the disposition required in ver. 15: "Orav yap 
rowaityv Exopev puyhy, ore pndéva dubveoba, GAAG mavrac evepyereiv, TOHev, elé 
pot, TO THC AbTng KévTpov TapecceAbeiv SuvyceTat ;—Also it deserves to be men- 
tioned as a curiosity that Koppe and Bolten hold it possible to consider 
mévrore yaipere aS a concluding salutation (intended, but afterwards over- 
looked amid further additions): “Semper bene valere vos jubeat deus!” 
(Koppe). ‘Farewell always !” (Bolten). 

Ver. 17. One means of promoting Christian joyfulness is prayer. Paul 
also exhorts to continued prayer in Eph. vi. 18, and to perseverance in 
prayer in Col. iv. 2; Rom. xii. 12. 

Ver. 18. Christians ought not only to pray to God, but also to give 
thanks to Him, and that év ravri] in everything i.e. under every circum- 
stance, in joy as well as in sorrow; which is different only in form, but 
not in meaning, from sep ravréc, for evewything. Incorrectly Estius: in 
omnibus sc. bonis; and Flatt: év mavri, sc. xayp@.—rovru] sc. rd év ravrt 
evyapioreiv. This is the most natural meaning. Yet it were not incorrect, 
with Grotius, Schott, and Bloomfield, to refer rovro to ver. 17, as prayer 
and thanksgiving form a closely connected unity; comp. Phil. iv. 6; Col. 
iv. 2. Also to refer it even to ver. 16 (Cornelius a Lapide, Alford) may 
be justified from the same reason. On the contrary, there is no reason to 
refer it to the whole passage from ver. 14 onwards (Musculus, Calovius, 
and others), as then ravra would require to have been written —#éAnua] 
(sc. éoriv) denotes will, requirement, as in iv. 3: the article is here wanting, 
because the will of God comprehends more than eiyaporeiv: this is only 
one requirement among many. Otherwise Schott, who finds in @éAnua Ocod 
the divine decree of salvation indicated. According to him, the meaning 
is: “ Huc pertinet sive hoe secum fert decretum divinum (de vobis cap- 
tum, itemque in Christo positum), ut gratias deo pro omnibus agere 
debeatis. Vos enim, huic servatori addictos, latere amplius non potest, 
quaecunque Christianis acciderint, deo volente, eorum saluti consulere 
aeternae, Rom. viii. 28 ff’ But (1) the éoriv to be supplied cannot denote: 
hue pertinet or hoc secum fert; (2) the article ré would not be wanting 
either before @éajua or before év Xpir@; (3) the reason alleged is intro- 
duced contrary to the context, and so much the more arbitrarily, as tovro 
yap 0éAnua «7.4.18 a dependent clause which is founded on the preceding, 
not an independent point which requires a reason of its own. Storr also 
takes JéAnua as the decree of redemption, but he understands rodro in the 
sense of rowiro, which is contrary to the Greek.—éy Xpioré ‘Tyoov] Christ 


1Theophylact: Thy ddv edecée rod dei xalpecy, avTG emi maow ws cupdepsvtws oupBaivover, 
Thy adiddemtov mporevxyy Kai ebxapiotiay’ 6 —mpddnAov, Ste xapav €feu Sinvexh. 
yap Oabeis omirciy TH Oc Kai evyapiorerv 


CHAP. V. 17-21. 555 


is, as it were, the vehicle of this requirement, inasmuch as it is made 
known through Him. 

Ver. 19. Comp. Noesselt, in locum P. ap. 1 Thess. v. 19-22 disputatio 
(Bxercit. p. 255 ff.)—Lasch, de sententia atque ratione verborum Pauli, xévra 
dé doxi., TO kaddv xat., 1 Thess. y. 19-22, Lips. 1834——The prayer of the 
Christian is an outflow of the Holy Spirit dwelling and working in him; 
comp. Rom. viii. 16, 26. Accordingly the new admonition, ver. 19, is united 
in a natural manner to the exhortations, vv. 17, 18. Schrader’s view 
requires no contradiction. He, indeed, finds in this admonition a genuine 
Pauline reminiscence ; but also an objection against the composition of this 
Epistle by Paul, because “if such an admonition had been necessary for 
the Thessalonians, itis not elsewhere noticed in the whole Epistle.”—rd 
rvevja| is the Holy Spirit, and that as the source of extraordinary gifts— 
speaking with tongues, prophecy, etc., as they are more fully described in 
1 Cor. xii. 7 ff. Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Oecumenius will have ré 
avevua to indicate either spiritual illumination which fits us for the exer- 
cise of Christian virtues, but may be lost by immoral living, or specially 
prophecy (so also Michaelis and others). Both are erroneous on account 
of ver. 20.—u7 oBévvere] extinguishnot, quench not. The wveiua is conceived 
as a flame, whilst there is particular reference to the strained and inspired 
speech in which those who were seized by the Spirit expressed themselves.? 

Ver. 20. Paul passes from the genus to a species——zpogyreia] denotes 
prophetic discourse. Its nature consisted not so much in the prediction 
of future events, although that was not excluded, as in energetic, soul- 
captivating, and intelligent expression of what was directly communi- 
cated by the Holy Ghost to the speaker for the edification and moral ele- 
vation of the church. See Meyer on Acts xi. 27; Rickert on 1 Cor. p. 
448 f.; Fritzsche on Rom. xii. 6. The Thessalonians were not to despise 
these prophetic utterances ; they were rather to value them as a form of 
the revelation of the Holy Spirit; comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 5. The undervaluing 
of the gifts of the Spirit, of which some members of the church must at 
least have been guilty, had its reason probably in their abuse, whilst partly 
deceivers who pursued impure designs under the pretext of having 
received divine revelations, and partly self-deceivers who considered the 
deceptions of their own fancy as divine suggestions, appeared (sce 2 Thess. 
ii. 2), and thus spiritual gifts in general might have been brought into dis- 
credit among discerning and calmer characters. 

Ver. 21. The apostle therefore adds to the prescription, to prove all 
things, whether they have their origin from God or not, and to retain the 
good.—révra 6é] but all things, namely, what is brought forward in inspired 


1Similarly Noesselt: wvedua denotes “vim 
divinam, Christianis propriam, h. e. quidquid 
rerum divyinarum, deo ita providente, cogno- 
vissent.” 

2On the figurative expression, comp. Galen. 
ad Pison. de Ther. i. 17 (Opp. T. xiii. p. 956, 
Lut. Par. 1639 fol.): émi 6& tov maidiwy mavTd~ 


maot det puddrrecOar Td dapuakov" meicov yap 
éotw avtis THs Svvapews TO wéyeBos Tov pap- 
pdkov Kai Siadver padiws 7d goa Kai To Eudu- 
Tov mvedua Taxéws cBévyvaw, wWorep by Kat THY 
Avxvaiay pdAdya TO EAatov, TOU mupos TA€ov 
YevOpnevor, EVKOAWS amogBévyvaLY. 
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discourse.—doxizafere] Paul expresses the same requirement of testing in 
1 Cor. xiv. 29, and according to 1 Cor. xii. 10 there was a peculiar gift of 
testing spirits, the Sidxpioe xverdrov. That, moreover, this testing can 
only proceed from those who are themselves illuminated by the Holy 
Spirit was evident to the apostle. The fundamental principle of ration- 
alism, that the reason as such is the judge of revelation, is not contained 
in these words.—rd xadév] the good, namely, that is found in the xara. 
Hofmann arbitrarily thinks that “the good generally” is meant, which 
the Thessalonians “as Christians already have, and do not now merely 
seek or expect.” 

Ver. 22. With ver. 22 the discourse again reverts to what is general, 
whilst the requirement to hold fast that which is good in the discourses of 
the inspired very naturally required the transition to the further require- 
ment to keep at a distance from every kind of evil, accordingly also from 
that which was perhaps intermixed in these discourses. Usually ver. 22 
is referred exclusively to the discourses of the inspired, so that wavra dé 
dSoxudtere contains the chief point which is then unfolded according to its 
two sides, first positively (rd xaddv xaréyere), and then negatively (ver. 22). 
But azd ravri¢ eidove xovypod is against this view: ad tov’ zovypod would 
require to have been written. Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Drusius, Pisca- 
tor, Grotius, Calixt, Calovius, Seb. Schmid, Michaelis, and others find in 
ver. 22 the meaning: avoid all evil appearance. But (1) eidoe never signifies 
appearance. (2) A distorted thought would arise. For as the apostle has 
required the holding fast not that which has the appearance of good, but 
that which is actually good; so also in ver. 22, on account of the close 
reference of rovypov to the preceding xadédv, the discourse must also be of 
an abstinence from that which is actually evil. (8) To preserve oneself 
from all appearance of evil is not within the power of man.—Eldo¢ denotes 
very often the particular kind of a class (the species of a genus).'—rovypov] 
is not to be taken, with Bengel, Pelt, Schott, and others, as an adjective (ab 
omni mala specie), but as a substantive (ab omni specie mali). What 
Bengel, Schott and Lasch object against this meaning, that the article row 
would be required before rovypov, would be correct if the discourse were 
specially of the ovypév contained in the zévra, ver. 21; but is erroneous, 
as rovypod is taken in abstract generality. See Kiihner, II. pp. 129, 141. 
Comp. Heb. v. 14; Joseph. Ant. vii. 4. 2: map eldoc pédove; ibid. x. 3.1: 
wav eldog rovypiac.—Ver. 22, as well as ver. 21, is peculiarly interpreted by 
Hansel (Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1836, Part 1, p. 170 f£.)2 Vv. 21, 22 are 
repeatedly cited by Cyril Alexandrinus as an expression of the Apostle 
Paul, in such a manner that with this citation, and indeed as its contents, 
the words yiveode Séxipoe tparetira are united. Also these words are else- 
where frequently by the Fathers united with our passage, being quoted 


1Comp. Porphyry, isagoge de quinque vocibus oxXHmaTos Sos. 

ae ai NS. > R 
as Adyeraa be eldos Kal To Umd 7d amodobiv 2 Baumgarten-Crusius accedes to the inter- 
yevos’ Ka” d ciwOapyev Aéyery TOY Mev &vOpwrov pretation of Hinsel; Koch strangely rejects 


elbos TOD Séov, yévous dvtos tod ou" ro Se it for ver. 22, but adopts it for ver. 23: 
AevKov TOU xpwmmaros eldos* Td Se Tpiywvov Tod 


, 
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sometimes as a saying of Christ, sometimes generally as a say- 
ing of Scripture, and sometimes specially as a saying of the 
Apostle Paul." On this Hansel supports his opinion. He regards 
the ‘words yivecte déxiuoe tparetirae as a saying of Christ, and thinks 
that this dictum dypagov of the Lord was in the mind of the Apostle Paul, 
and in consequence of this the expressions in vv. 21, 22 were selected by 
him, which were usual in the money terms employed by antiquity. So 
that the sense would be: “Act as experienced exchangers; everything 
which is presented to you as good coin, that test; preserve the good coin 
(what actually is divine truth), but guard against every false coin (reject 
all false doctrine).” But evidently only the expression doxuéfere was the 
occasion for the Fathers uniting the dictum dypadov of Christ, handed 
down by tradition, with our passage. Paul, on the contrary, could not 
have thought of it, even supposing it to have been known to him. For 
although the verb doxméfew would well suit, if otherwise the refer- 
ence was to the figure of exchangers, yet in an actual reference to the 
same the words 70 xaiév eidog xaréyere, ard dé Tov xovypod aréyeode Would 
have been written. Lastly, add to this that eléoc cannot import in itself a 
coin, vouicuarog must be added, or money must have been spoken of in what 
goes before. 

Ver. 23. If what the apostle requires in ver. 22 is to be actually realized, 
God’s assistance must supervene. Accordingly, this benediction is fitly 
added to the preceding.—airic dé 6 Ged¢ tie eipprync] the God ef peace Him- 
self ; an emphatic contrast to the efforts of man.—é Ocd¢ ri¢ eiphryc] the 
God of peace, i. e. who communicates Christian peace. Neither the con- 
nection with ver. 22 nor the contents of the benediction itself will permit 
us to understand eipfvy of harmony. To refer to eipyvebere, ver. 13, for this 
meaning is far-fetched.—é/ore24¢] here only in the N. T. spoken of what 
is perfect, to which nothing belonging to its nature is wanting. Jerome, 
ad Hedib. 12, Ambrosiaster, Koppe, Pelt, and others understand é/oreAci¢ 
in an ethical sense, as an accusative of result: “so that ye be entire, that 
is, pure and blameless.” But it is better, on account of what follows, to 
take é%oreAeic as an adverb of quantity, uniting it closely with énac, and 
finding the whole personality of the Thessalonians denoted as if the simple 
édove were written: “in your entire extent, through and through.”—x«ai 
6AdKAnpov . . . tnpySein] a fuller repetition of the wish already expressed. 
—xat] and indeed —66kAnpoc] means, as dioreAge, perfectly, consisting of all 
its parts. 6Aéxdnpov refers not only to 7d rvevpa, although it is governed by 
it, as the nearest noun, in respect of itsgender, but also to pux# and copa. 
Comp. Winer, p. 490 [E. T.527]. The totality of man is here divided into 
three parts: spirit, soul, and body We are not to assume that this _ 
trichotomy has a purely rhetorical signification, as elsewhere Paul also 
definitely distinguishes tvedua and ywyzq (1 Cor. ii. 14, 15, xv. 44, 46). The 


1See Suicer, Thesaurus, II. p. 1281 ff. (Sacr, WN. T. seriptoribus recepta in s. Opuse. theol., 
Observ. p. 140 ff.) ; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. NV. T. Berol. 1834, p. 143 ff.; Messner, die Lehre der 
I. p. 330 ff, III. p. 524. Apostel, Leipz. 1856, p. 207. 

2See Olshausen, de naturae hum. trichotomia 
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twofold division, which elsewhere occurs with Paul (1 Cor. vii. 84; 2 Cor. 
vii. 1), is a popular form of representation. The origin of the trichotomy is 
Platonic; but Paul has it not from the writings of Plato and his scholars, 
but from the current language of society, into which it had passed from 
the narrow circle of the schools.—7vedua denotes the higher and purely 
spiritual side of the inner life, what is elsewhere called by Paul vov¢g 
(reason) ; vq is the lower side, which comes in contact with the region 
of the senses. The spirit is preserved blameless in its totality at the 
advent, i. e. so that it approves itself blameless at the advent (auéurroe is a 
more exact definition of 42é«Anpov tnp7Sei7), When the voice of truth always 
rules in it; the soul, when it strives against all the charms of the senses; 
and, lastly, the body, when it is not abused as the instrument of shameful 
actions.! 

- Ver. 24. Paul knows that he does not implore God in vain. For God is 
faithful; He keeps what He promises; if He has called the Thessalonians 
to a participation in His kingdom, He will preserve them pure and fault- 
less even to its commencement.—zioréc] comp. 2 Thess. iii. 3; 1 Cor. i. 9, 
x.13. Td miord¢ avrt tov aAnSjc, Theodoret—é xa2av iuac] not equivalent 
to 6 Kadécac iuac (Koppe and others), but the present participle used as a 
substantive, and therefore without regard to time: your Caller. See 
Winer, p. 331 [E. T. 353].—d¢ xat roejoec] who also will perform it, sc. 7d 
auéurtoc buac thpndhvat. 

Vv. 25-27. Concluding exhortations of the Epistle. 

Ver. 25. Comp. Rom. xv. 30; Eph. vi. 19; Col. iv. 3; 2 Thess, iii. 1.— 
rept judv] for us, namely, that our apostolic work may be successful. 

Ver. 26. ’Aordcacd_e todo adeAgode mévrac] That here individuals? are 
exhorted to salute the other members of the church, whilst in the parallel 
passages, Rom. xvi.'16, 1 Cor. xvi. 20, 2 Cor. xiii. 12, it is dordcacde aAag- 
dove, is a proof that this Epistle was to be received by the rulers of the 
church. (So also Phil. iv. 21.) By them it was to be read to the 
assembled church (ver. 27). Erroneously, because in contradiction with 
the entire character of the Epistle, Schrader infers from rode ddeAgode 
mavrac that “the writer of the Epistle wished to impart to it a general des- 
tination.”—év giAjuate dyiv] with a holy kiss. Comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 20; 2 Cor. 
xiii. 12; Rom. xvi. 16; also 1 Pet. v. 14 (oiAyua ayérnc); Constit. ap. ii. 57 
(rd év xpi gidjua); Tertullian, de orat. 14 (osculum pacis). The brotherly 
kiss, the usual salutation of Christians, proceeded from the custom of 
antiquity, particularly in the East, to unite a salutation with a kiss. But 


Paul calls it dywv, as a symbol of. the holy Christian fellowship. In the 
Greek church it is still used at Easter. 


“1 According to Schrader, ver. 23 contains an 
un-Pauline thought, because when Paul dis- 
tinguishes the wv, from the spirit, the latter 
is considered as something “divine,” as 
“unutterably good,” as “ eternally opposed to 
every perversity.” Paul, accordingly, could 
not have assumed, “besides the soul in man, 
a mutable spirit which must be preserved from 


blemish.” But the discourse is not of the holy 
Divine Spirit which rules in man, but of a part 
of man, himself, of the vods; but the vods may 
fall into waratérys (Eph. iv. 17), may be adoxtos 
(Rom. i. 28), memracmevos (Tit. i. 15), xatepOap- 
Bévos (2 Tim. iii. 8), ete. 

2Contrary to the sense, Hofmann, whom 
Riggenbach follows, makes the whole church, 
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Ver. 27. This command has not its reason in any distrust of the rulers 
of the church ; nor, as Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact think, 
in the yearning love of the apostle, who, in compensation of his bodily 
absence, wished this letter read to all; nor, as Hofmann supposes, in the 
anxiety of the apostle lest they should not properly value a mere epistle 
which he sent, instead of coming in person to Thessalonica: but simply 
because Paul regarded the contents of his Epistle of importance for all 
without exception. How, moreover, Schrader can infer from ver. 27 that 
the composition of the Epistle belongs to a time when already a clerus 
presided in the churches, surpasses comprehension. Completely ground- 
less and untenable is also Baur’s opinion (p-491), that “the admonition 
so emphatically given in 1 Thess. v. 27 was written from the opinions of 
a time which no longer saw in the apostolic Epistles the natural means of 
spiritual communication, but regarded them as sacred objects, to which 
due reverence was to be shown by making their contents known as. accu- 
rately as possible, particularly by public reading. How could the apostle 
himself have judged it necessary so solemnly to adjure the churches, to 
which his Epistles were directed, not to leave them unread? An author 
could only say this who did not write from the natural pressure. of exist- 
ing circumstances, but in writing placed himself in an imagined situation, 
and sought to vindicate for his pretended apostolic Epistle the considera- 
tion which the apostolic Epistles received in the practice of a later age.” , 
But does the author adjure the church to leave his Epistle not unread? . 
What a mighty difference is there between such a command and his 
urgent desire that the contents of the Epistle should be made known to all 
the members of the church! Ifthe former were objectionable, the latter 
is natural and unobjectionable. And further, how is it possible that ver. 
27 is the reflex of a time in which the apostolic Epistles were valued as 
sacred objects, and to which due honor must be paid by public reading, 
since dvayvechyva is in the aorist, and accordingly a single and exclusive 
act of reading is referred to! And what a wrong method would the post- 
apostolic author have employed to secure for his letter the consideration 
of an apostolic Epistle, when he did not select the infinitive of the present, 
and did not fail to add raow!—rdv xbpoov] Comp. Mark v. 7: Acts xix. 13; 
LXX. Gen. xxiv. 3.—dvayvoodjva] that it be read to (Luke iv. 16; 2 Cor. 
‘iii. 15; Col. iv. 16), not that it be read by. Incorrectly also Michaelis, 
appealing to 2 Thess. ii. 2 (!): there is here intended the recognition of the 
Epistle as a genuine Pauline Epistle, by means of a conclusion added by 
his own hand.—rjv éxtoroAgv] comp. Rom. xvi. 22; Col. iv. 16.—rdow roi¢ 
adeAdoic] to the whole of the brethren, sc. in Thessalonica; not also in all 
Macedonia (Bengel, Flatt); still less also in neighboring Asia (Grotius), or 
even the churches of all Christendom (Seb. Schmid). 

Ver. 28. Paul concludes with the usual benediction.—} adpec TOU Kupiov 
qu. "I. Xp.] See Meyer on Gal. i. 6.—pel” tpor] se. ein. 


the adeAdoi mavres, be addressed in aoma- 1See Matthiae, p. 756. On the Greek idiom 
cac6e; thus the church is to salute itself. évopxigw, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 360 ff. 
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Nores py AMERICAN EDITOR. 
LVI. Vv. 1-11. 


(a) These verses are evidently connected with iv. 13-18, but they form a new 
paragraph, and, as they move forward, the thought turns more and more away 
from the direct line of the former passage, and towards exhortation to that moral 
life which is in accordance with their eternal hopes.—(b) The words ypévor kai xarpot 
(ver. 1) are the same with those found in Acts i. 7, where Jesus declares that the 
time of the end is reserved by God the Father within His own knowledge. They 
haye, doubtless, a similar reference here. Two points may here be noticed: (1) 
that, in iv. 13-18, not the time, but only certain circumstances connected 
with the Parousia, are set forth; and (2) that in this passage, not the time, but 
the suddenness of the coming of the day, is mentioned. The reason why they did 
not need to have him write to them on this matter of the time, was not because 
they already knew it, but because they knew that, when it should come, the day 
would come asa thief in the night. The suggestions and exhortations which 
follow, however, seem toimply that both he and they looked for it as near at hand, 
though uncertain as to its exact date—(c) Ver. 3 stands in a causal relation to 
ver. 2, explaining and justifying the expression as a thief in the night. It is intro- 
duced, however, abruptly and without any causal particle. yap of T. R. is 
undoubtedly to be rejected—(d) The word oxéret (ver. 4) is a transitional word 
in the development of the thought of the passage. Its connection with what goes 
before seems to be this:—that they are not in that darkness of the night season, 
when the thief surprises the sleeper. The connection with what follows is in the 
figurative use of darkness as applied to the eyil moral condition. The full 
meaning of ob« éoré év oxdree is, therefore: you are not in that evil moral condi- 
tion in which the day can come upon you with terrible surprise. The positive 
side of this idea is then presented in ver. 5, with a repeated setting forth of the 
negative also—éouév being in the latter substituted for éore of the former, and 
thus including with the readers the Apostle himself. By this means, the hortatory 
verses 6 ff. are easily introduced—(e) The turn of the thought to the new figure 
of armor belongs to the hortatory part of the passage, but the limitation to the 
breastplate and helmet (i. e. defensive armor) is probably connected with the idea 
of guarding against sudden surprise, and of watching—(j) The only two places 
in the N. T. where the word mepixegadaia is used are ver. 8 and Eph. vi. 17. In 
the latter verse, the helmet is spoken of as salvation; here, as the hope of salva- 
tion, The expression here used seems to be the more exact one—(g) The refer- 
ence of ypyyopauev and Kavetduuer, of ver. 10, to life and death is undoubtedly 
correct. Whether the words are intended simply to express an idea similar to 
that of Rom. xiv. 8—that we may be the Lord’s, whether we live or die; or 
whether the reference is to the day of the Lord—that, whether we are among the 
living or the dead at that time, we may thereafter live with Him, is somewhat 
doubtful. It does not appear necessary to understand the words in the latter way. 
That view is favored, however, by the prominence in the passage of the day of 
the Lord; by the correspondence of (fowuev ody avTO, with éodueda ody aire of 
iv.17; and perhaps by the use of dua, in both verses, in the sense of “all together.” 
This sense of dua seems probable in y. 10, but somewhat more doubtful in iv. 17. 
—(h) If wapaxadeire is taken as meaning comfort (as Liinem. takes it), this word 
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would favor the understanding of the 10th verse as referring to the time of the 
Parousia. This sense of the verb gives an appropriate close to the whole passage 
iy. 13-y. 11, and, as it corresponds with the meaning in iv. 18, it is quite prob- 
ably to be adopted. 


LVI. Vy. 12-24. 


(a) The miscellaneous exhortations which are now introduced and with which 
the Epistle closes are, like all that precedes, of a character adapted to a friendly 
letter and to a church in its earliest history. The exhortations are also, as we 
might naturally anticipate in such a letter, given very briefly. In connection with 
them we may observe: (1) That they move in the first section, vv. 12-15, in a 
natural order,—to esteem and love their church leaders and teachers; to be at 
peace among themselves; in order to this end, to treat each class according to their 
needs; to haye no spirit of revenge, but seek moral good for all. (2) That the 
second section (vy. 16-18) corresponds with Phil. iv. 4,6. The earliest exhorta- 
tion addressed to the churches by the Apostle was, thus, the same with the latest— 
to rejoice always, to pray always, to give thanks always and in everything. (8) 
That the third section (vy. 19-22) opens with an apparent reference to the remark- 
able spiritual gifts (comp. 1 Cor. xiy.), but closes with what is more general—the 
transition being possibly through wavta doxudlere, tr. kad. xatéy. which may take 
hold upon both what precedes and what follows.—(b) eidove (ver. 22) undoubtedly 
means form, not appearance, and the latter meaning should hardly have been recog- 
nized in the margin of R. V. The points mentioned by Liinem. are decisive with 
respect to this word.—(c) The allusion to the Parousia in ver. 23—in the closing 
prayer of the Epistle, and almost its closing sentence—is very striking, in connec- 
tion with what has been already noticed in earlier parts of the letter, as showing 
how prominent this subject was in the thoughts of the readers and the writer at 

‘this time. It was the subject which, as a matter of inquiry and discussion, most 
interested the mind of the church, 
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SECOND EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. 


INTRODUCTION. 
SEC. 1—OCCASION, DESIGN, CONTENTS. 


AUL, after having sent away his first Epistle, received fur- 
ther information concerning the state of the Thessalonian 
church. The church had actively progressed on the path 
of Christianity; their faith had been confirmed; their 

brotherly love had gained in extent and intensity; and their 

enduring stedfastness under persecution, which had broken out 
afresh, had been anew gloriously displayed (i. 3, 4). But along 
with this the thought of the advent had given rise to new 
disquietude and perplexity. The question concerning this Christian 
article of faith had advanced another stage. The former anxiety concern- 
ing the fate of their Christian friends who were already asleep at the time 
of the commencement of the advent had disappeared; on this point the 
instructions of the apostle had imparted complete consolation. But the 
opinion now prevailed, that the advent of the Lord was immediately at 
hand, that it might daily, hourly be expected. Accordingly, on the one 
hand fear and consternation, and on the other hand an impatient and 
fanatical longing for the instant when by the coming of the Lord the 
kingdom of God would be completed, had taken possession of their spirits; 
and it was no wonder that in consequence of this the unsteadiness and 
excitement, which at an earlier period had afflicted the church, and its 
result, the neglect of their worldly business, had increased to an alarming 
extent. This opinion, that the commencement of the advent was close 
at hand, had seized upon them the more readily, as men had arisen 
among them who maintained that they had received divine revelations 
concerning it, and they had even proceeded so far as to forge an epistle in 
the name of the apostle, in order by its contents to establish the truth of | 


that doctrine (ii. 2). An appeal was also made to the alleged oral state- 
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ment of the apostle (ii. 2), and it is not inconceivable that even the expla- 
nations which the genuine Epistle of the apostle contained concerning the 
advent may have promoted that view. It is true that there nothing is 
expressly said concerning the immediateness of the advent, but on the 
one hand it is described as sudden and unexpected (1 Thess. vy. 2, 4), and 
on the other hand it is so characterized as if Paul himself, and his con- 
temporaries, might hope still to survive (1 Thess. iy. 15, 17). 

Such was the state of matters which gave occasion for the composition 
of the second Epistle. Its design is threefold. - First, The apostle wished 
—and this is the chief point—to oppose the disturbing and exciting error 
as if the advent of Christ was even at the door, by further instructions. 
Secondly, He wished strongly and emphatically to dissuade from that 
unsettled, disorderly, and idle disposition into which the church had 
fallen. Thirdly, He wished by a laudatory recognition of their progres- 
sive goodness to encourage them to stedfast perseverance. 

The Epistle is divided, according to its contents, after a salutation (i. 1, 2) 
and introduction (i. 8-12), into a dogmatic (ii. 1-12) and a hortative por- 
tion (ii. 18-iii. 15). In the introduction the apostle thanks God for the 
great increase of the church in faith and love, praises their endurance 
under fresh persecutions, comforts them with the recompense to be 
expected at the coming of Christ, and testifies that the progress and com- 
pletion of the Thessalonians in Christianity was the constant object of 
his prayer. In the dogmatic portion, for the refutation of the fancy that 
the day of the Lord already dawns, the apostle directs attention to the 
historical pre-conditions of its commencement. Christ cannot return 
until the power of evil, which certainly already begins to develop itself, 
is consolidated and has attained to its maximum by the appearance of 
Antichrist. Lastly, In the hortative portion Paul exhorts his readers to 
hold fast to the Christianity delivered to them (ii. 18-17), claims their 
prayers for his apostolic work (iii. 1 ff.), earnestly and decidedly warns 
them against unsteadiness and idleness (iii. 6-15), and then the Epistle is 
closed with a salutation by his own hand, and a twofold benediction (iii. 
16-18). 


SEC. 2—TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION. 


Interpreters and chronologists agree that this so-called Second Epistle 
was composed shortly after the First, with the exceptions of Grotius, 
Ewald (Jahrb. d. bibl. Wissenschaft. Gott. 1851, p. 250; Die Sendschreiben des 
Ap. Paulus, Gott. 1857, p. 17; Geschichte des apost. Zeitalters, GOtt. 1858, p. 
455; Jahrb. d. bibl. Wiss., Gott. 1860, p. 241), Baur (Theol. Jahrb., Tab. 
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1855, 2, p. 165), Laurent (Theol. Stud. wu. Krit. 1864, 3, p. 497 ff.; Neutest. 
Stud., Gotha 1866, p. 49 ff), A. B. van der Vriess (De beide brieven aan de 
Thessalonicensen, historisch-kritisch onderzoek naar hunnen vorsprung, Leyden, 
1865), and Davidson (An introduction to the study of the New Testament, 
London, 1868, vol. I. p. 30 ff), who hold that the Second Epistle was the 
first composed. This view has nothing for it, but much against it. Grotius 
relies chiefly on the following reason: that in iii. 17 a mark is given by 
which the genuineness of the Epistles of Paul may be recognized, but 
such a mark belongs properly to the first Epistle, not to a second; and 
that ii. 1-12 is to be referred to the Emperor Caius Caligula. But there 
is not the slightest reason for the reference of ii. 1-12 to Caligula (see on 
passage), entirely apart from the fact that on such an assumption, as 
Caligula was already dead in the beginning of the year 41 after Christ, the 
Epistle must have been composed more than ten years before Paul, 
according to the narrative of the Acts, arrived at Thessalonica! The 
mark of authenticity in 2 Thess. iii. 17 was not required until, as we learn 
from ii. 2, attempts had occurred to forge epistles in the name of the 
apostle. According to Ewald, the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians 
was placed after the First “on account of its brevity.” He thinks that it 
is manifestly a first Epistle written to a church which Paul had shortly 
before founded. It has indeed been attempted to show that, according to 
ii. 2, Paul had previously written an epistle to the church; but this 
might easily have been possible in the number of letters which the apos- 
tle had indisputably already then written; on the other hand, however, 
Paul for the first time directs them in this Epistle to give heed to his act- 
ually genuine letters to them as to his living word (ii. 15, iii. 17). Further, 
with regard to the advent, the error as if it were close at hand—and this, 
according to the existing state of matters and of doctrine generally, 
would be the first error which would have arisen—had then broken 
out in the church, which was the chief occasion of this Epistle. The 
very correction of it might easily have given rise to a second error, that 
‘the fate of the many who had died previously was sad, which the fol- 
lowing Epistle corrects (1 Thess. iv. 13 ff). Also it would not at that 
time have been necessary to send Timotheus to the church, in order to 


1 Baur has not entered upon the reasons of dependent on the First, as marks of an oppo- 
his subsequent opinion. He judged differ- site relationship. Laurent in all essentials 
ently in his Paulus der Ap. Jesu Christi, p. agrees with Ewald. The peculiarity of his 
488. He only remarks that there is no view is so manifestly erroneous, that it does 
difficulty (!) in considering those passagesin not need a special refutation. 
which the Second Epistle is regarded as 
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correct the increasing disorders within it; this would only happen in the 
interval between this and the larger Epistle, which might be about four 
or six months! Lastly, 1 Thess. iv. 10, 11 contains a reference to 2 Thess. 
iii. 6-11. Accordingly Ewald makes the Second Epistle to the Thessalo- 
nians to have been composed during the residence of Paul at Berea, suc- © 
ceeding his residence at Thessalonica. 

But that in the smaller compass of the Second Epistle a definite reason 
is to be sought for its position after the First, is historically completely 
undemonstrable, and not even probable, because—just as with the Second 
Epistle to the Corinthians—the internal relation of the lesser Epistle to 
the greater necessarily required that position. Ewald’s assertion, that our 
Second Epistle manifestly declares itself to be a first Epistle written by 
Paul to a church recently founded, is thoroughly erroneous. On the con- 
trary, our Second Epistle undoubtedly and evidently refers back to the 
First, serves for its completion, and makes known a progress from an 
earlier condition to one partially more advanced. If the First Epistle 
describes the eager desire of salvation with which the Thessalonians 
received the publication of the gospel, and dwells in vivid and detailed 
recollection of the facts of their conversion belonging to the immediate 
past,—contents which are suitable only for the Epistle composed first 
according to time; in the Second Epistle, i. 8 ff., mention is made of a 
blessed progress in their Christian life. If in the First Epistle the proz- 
imity of the advent is presupposed without anticipation of a possible mis- 
understanding, in the Second Epistle the correction and the further 
explanation in respect of this truth was necessary, namely, that the 
advent was not to be expected in the immediate present. So also the 
exhortation to a quiet and industrious life, which was already contained 
in the First Epistle, was more strongly and categorically expressed in the 
Second. Add to this, that the words xa? juav éxiovvaywyie x’ airév,2 Thess. 
ii. 1, are apparently to be referred to 1 Thess. iv. 17; whereas to obtain, 
with Ewald, a reference in 1 Thess. iv. 10,11, to 2 Thess. iii. 6-16, you 
must first have recourse to an ungrammatical and in the highest degree 
unnatural construction (see commentary on 1 Thess. iv. 10, p. 119). 

10therwise Baur. 


According to him, the how many xexo.nnuévovs—already deceased 


larger Epistle was not written shortly after 
the lesser. On the supposition of the authen- 
ticity of the Epistle, taking into consider- 
ation the church of Thessalonica scarcely 
founded, and the Epistle of the apostle 
written only a few months after its founding, 


members of the churech—could there be?™ 
The question as regards the deceased Chris- 
tians was naturally only then (?) an object of 
lively interest the greater the number of the 
dead, perhaps after a whole generation had 
passed away from the midst of Christendom. 
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Lastly, over and above, it follows from ii. 15 that Paul before our Second 
Epistle had already sent another letter to the Thessalonians; and thus to 
maintain that the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians manifestly shows 
itself as a first epistle of Paul to a church recently founded, is in contra- 
diction with the apostle’s own testimony. To explain the epistle to the 
Thessalonians preceding our Second Epistle as not identical with our First 
Epistle, but as having been lost, would be in the controverted circum- 
stances of the case a mere shift justified by nothing. Moreover, it is not 
even correct that the apostle in 2 Thess. ii: 15 “for the first time directed 
the church to give heed to his genuine letters written to them as to his 
living word.” For only the exhortation is there given to hold fast the 
instructions in Christianity, which Paul had already at an earlier period 
given to his readers both orally and in an epistle. A direction how to 
recognize the genuineness of epistles written at a later period to the 
Thessalonians only follows from iii.17. But this notice has in the fact 
recorded in 2 Thess. ii. 2 its sufficient explanation. Further, as regards 
the eschatological explanations in both Epistles, the possibility of such a 
development as Ewald assumes is not to be denied, but its necessity is by 
no means to be proved. The actual fact that individual instances of 
death—for there is no mention “of many dying before the advent ’—had 
occurred within the church might very well form the point of departure 
for the eschatological discussions of the apostle; and then to it the refu- 
tation of the error, that the advent was in the immediate present, might 
be added, as the later form of error, especially as the apostle’s own expres- 
sions in 1 Thess. y. 2,3 were so framed that they might have contributed to 
the origin of that error. Lastly, “increasing disorders ” within the church 
are by no means supposed in the First Epistle to the Thessalonians. 
Timotheus was not sent to Thessalonica “to correct increasing disorders,” 
but to exhort the Thessalonians to stedfastness in persecution. Comp. 1 
Thess. iii. 1 ff. But even supposing that the “correction of increasing 
disorders” was the reason for the mission of Timotheus, yet nothing can 
be inferred from this regarding the priority of the one Epistle to the 
other. For with the same truth with which it might be said it was not yet 
necessary to send Timotheus to the church, it might be affirmed that it 
was no longer necessary to send him thither. 

The following reasons prove that the Second Epistle was composed not 
long after the sending away of the First. Silas and Timotheus are still in 
the company of the apostle (i. 1), but the Acts of the Apostles at least 
never inform us that after Paul left Corinth (Acts xviii. 18) these two 
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apostolic assistants were again together with him. We find Timotheus 
again in the apostle’s company, first at Ephesus (Acts xix. 22), whilst 
there is no further mention of Silas in the Acts of the Apostles after his 
Corinthian residence. Besides, the relations and wants of the church are 
throughout analogous to those which are presupposed in the First Epistle. 
The same circle of thought occupies the apostle; similar instructions, 
similar praises, similar exhortations, warnings, and wishes are found 
throughout in both Epistles. 
the Second Epistle was composed during the first residence of the apostle at 
Corinth, but, according to iii. 2, at a time when he had already suffered 
hostility on the part of the Jews, and, according to i. 4 (raic éxxAnoiacc, 


It is accordingly to be assumed that also 


comp. 1 Cor. i. 2;1 2 Cor. ii. 1; Rom. xvi. 1), when branch churches had 
already been founded from Corinth—probably at the commencement of 
the year 54. 


SEC. 3—GENUINENESS. 


With respect to the external attestation of Christian antiquity, the 
authenticity of the Epistle is completely unassailable. Polye. ad Phil. 11 
fin.; Just. Mart. dial. c. Tryph. Col. 1686, p. 386 E, p. 250 A; Iren. adv. 
Haer. iii. 7.2; Clem. Alex. Strom. v. p. 554, ed. Sylb.; Tertull. de resurr. - 
carn. c. xxiv,; Can. Murat., Peschito, Marcion, etc. Doubts from internal 
grounds did not arise until the beginning of the nineteenth century. The 
first who objected to the Epistle was Christian Schmidt. In his Bibliothek 
Jf. Kritik und Exegese des N. T., Hadamar 1801, vol. II. p. 380 ff., he con- 
tests the genuineness of 2 Thess. ii. 1-12, and then in his Hinleit in’s N. df oe 
Giess. 1804, Part 2, p. 256 f., he proceeds to call in question the authenti- 
city of the whole Epistle. De Wette, in the earlier editions of his Intro- 
duction to the New Testament, assented to the adduced objections; but 
latterly, in the first edition of his Commentary to the Thessalonian Epis- 
tles, in the year 1841, and in the fourth edition of his Introduction to the 
New Testament (1842), he withdrew them, See against these objections, 
Heydenreich in the Neuen krit. Journal der theol. Literatur, by Winer and 


1The words civ maow tots émuxadovpévors 
«.7.A,,1 Cor, i. 2,1 take as a continuation of 
the address of the Epistle, avray re kai juadv 
as dependent on év ravri témw, and év mavti 
tomm as closely connected with rod Kupiov 
HuOY "Inood Xp., “Jesus Christ who is our (sc. 
Christians’) Lord in every place, both in theirs 
and ours.” Only with this explanation— 
which is in itself so simple and unforced that 


it is marvellous that it is not to be found in 
any interpretation—the addition, otherwise 
entirely inexplicable, év mavti tomw, avtav 
Te Kal yur, receives its full import and pro- 
priety, whilst the words obtain a suitable 
reference to the Corinthian factions, by 
means of which Christ, who is everywhere 
the only and the same Lord of Christianity, 
is divided; comp. 1 Cor. i. 13. 
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Engelhardt, Sulzb. 1828, vol. viii. p. 129 ff. ; Guerike, Beitr. zur historisch 
krit. Einl. in’s N. T., Halle 1828, p. 92 ff.; Hemsen, der Ap. Paulus, Gott. 
1830, p. 175 ff; and especially Reiche, authentiae posterioris ad Thess. 
epistolae vindiciae, Gott. 1829. 

The following reasons are chiefly insisted on:—1. The Second Epistle 
contradicts the First, inasmuch as it disputes the opinion of the nearness 
of the advent which is presupposed in the First Epistle. But the Second 
Epistle does not dispute that opinion,—it rather presupposes it,—whilst 
only the view of the directly immediate nearness of the advent is contested 
as erroneous. 2. When the author lays down, in iii.17,a mark of authen- 
ticity for the Pauline Epistles in general, which yet is found neither in 
the First Epistle to the Thessalonians nor elsewhere, he seems thereby to 
wish to cast suspicions on the First Epistle as un-Pauline. But it is 
entirely a mistake to find in iii. 17 a mark which Paul would affix to all 
his Epistles generally ; the meaning of these words can only be, that in all 
those epistles which he would afterwards write to the Thessalonians he 
would add a salutation by his own hand as an attestation of genuineness. 
3. The doctrine of Antichrist, ii. 3 ff, is un-Pauline; it points to a Mon- 
tanist as the author. But this idea is by no means peculiar to the Mon- 
tanists. It has its root already in Jewish Christology (see Bertholdt, 
christologia Judaeorum Jesu apostolorumque aetate, p. 69 ff.; Gesenius in 
Ersch and Gruber’s allg. Encyclop. vol. iv. p. 292 ff.), and is elsewhere not 
foreign to the N. T.; comp. 1 John ii. 18, 22, iv.3; 2 John 7; Rev. xii. 13. 
Accordingly we are not entitled, because this view does not occur else- 
where with Paul, to maintain that it is un-Pauline, the less so as it neither 
contradicts the other statements of the apostle concerning the advent, nor 
’ did an occasion occur to Paul in his other Epistles, as in this, to describe 
it more minutely. 4. The Epistle is defective in peculiar historical refer- 
ences. But, according to sections 1, 2, the state of matters which the 
Second Epistle supposes was throughout a more developed state, and con- 
sequently, of course, a peculiar one. 5. The author carefully seeks to 
represent himself asthe Apostle Paul. But the personal references which 
are contained in the Second Epistle do not make this impression, as they 
are analogous to those in the First Epistle, and the words, ii. 2, 15, iii. 17, 
are fully explained by the actual abuse which occurred of the apostle’s 
name. 

In more recent times the authenticity of the Epistle has again been 
disputed, first by Schrader in scattered remarks in his paraphrase to the 
Epistle (see the exposition), then by Kern in the Tubing. Zeitschr. f. Theol. 
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1829, Part 2, p. 145 ff.; further, by Baur in his Paulus der Ap. Jesu 
Christi, Stuttg. 1845, p. 480 ff., and in his and Zeller’s Theol. Jahrbucher, 
1855, Part 2, p. 141 ff.; likewise by Hilgenfeld in his Zéschr. fur wiss. 
Theol., 5th year, Halle 1862, p. 242 ff., also 1866, p. 299 ff, as well as 
in his Einleitung in das N. Test. Leipzig. 1875, p. 642 ff; by van der 
Vries, l.c.; and lastly, by W. C. van Manen, Onderzoek naar de echtheid 
van Paulus’ tweeden brief aan de Thessalonicensen (De echtheid van Paulus’ 
brieven aan de Thess. onderzocht, II.), Utrecht 1865, whose chief argument, 
however, that the opinion contested in 2 Thess. ii. 2, namely, that the 
advent was to be expected in the immediate present, was the opinion of the 
Apostle Paul himself, evidently rests on an error.’ Against Kern, see 
Pelt in the Theolog. Mitarbeiten, 4th year, Kiel 1841, Part 2, p. 74 
ff.; against Baur, in the place first mentioned, see Wilibald Grimm in 
the Theol. Stud. u. Kvrit. 1850, Part 4, p. 780 ff.; J. P. Lange, das apost. 
Zeital. vol. i., Braunschw. 1853, p. 111 ff. ; 

The reasons on which Kern relies are the following :— 

1. From the section 2 Thess. ii. 1-12 it follows that the Epistle could 
not have been composed until after the death of Paul. .For even if it be 
' not granted, what yet is most probable, that Paul perished in the Neronian 
persecution, during the imprisonment recorded in the Acts, in the year 
64,—even if a second Roman imprisonment be maintained,—yet all the 
traditions of antiquity agree on this point, that Paul suffered nartyrdom 
under Nero (p. 207). But the author of the Epistle makes his announce- 
ment of Antichrist and its adjuncts from the state of the world as it was 
immediately after the overthrow of Nero, when Nero. was believed to be sfill 
alive, and a speedy return of him to the throne was expected, and that 
from the East, or more precisely from Jerusalem (Tacit. Hist. ii. 8; Sueton. 
Nero, c. 57, compared with c. 40). The Antichrist whose appearance is 
described as impending, is Nero; that which withholdeth him are the 
existing circumstances of the world; the withholder is Vespasian with his 
son Titus, who then-besieged Jerusalem; and what is said of the apostasy 
is a reflection of the horrid wickedness which broke out among the Jewish 
people in their war against the Romans (p. 200). Accordingly the Epistle 
could not have been composed about the year 53 or 54, but only between 
the years 68-70 (p. 270). Moreover, Kern thinks that “the Epistle might 


1Also Weiss (Philosophische Dogmatik oder the exception of the conclusion, is through« 
Philosophie des Christenthums, vol. I, Leipz. out “unapostolic in its verbal construction,” 
1855, p. 146) has declared that the Second without, however, entering into a justification 
Epistle to the Thessalonians, with perhaps of this judgment. : 
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be called Pauline in the wider sense”—that a Paulinist was its author. 
For in general the Epistle agrees with the Pauline mode of thought. A 
Paulinist, affected with a view of the present, that is, of the circumstances 
of the times between the years 68-70, saw in spirit the apocalyptic picture 
which he describes in ii. 1-12. In order to impart it to his Christian 
brethren, he has drawn it up in a letter to which he has given the form 
of a Pauline Epistle. As the already existing Epistle to the Thessalonians ° 
was of such a nature that to carry out that purpose a second could be 
attached to it, the author of the second Epistle has presupposed the first. 
He has surrounded his apocalyptic picture, il. 1-12, the proper germ of 
the whole, with a border which he has formed from what he has sketched 
from the genuine Pauline Epistle, so that he has made the first part serve 
as an introduction to the section chiefly intended by him (ii. 1-12), and 
the second part as a continuation of his thoughts passing over into the 
hortative (ii. p. 214). 

This view of Kern, which is certainly carried out with acuteness, falls 
into pieces of itself, as it proceeds on an entirely mistaken interpretation 
of ii. 1-12. It is entirely erroneous to seek the Antichrist, who belongs to 
the purely religious sphere, in the political—among the number of the 
Roman emperors. Accordingly ii. 1-12 contains nothing which in any 
way transcended the circle of the Apostle Paul’s vision (see the interpre- 
tation). 

The additional arguments, which Kern insists on as marks of the 
spuriousness of the Epistle, are sought by him only in consequence of the 
result which to him followed from the passage ii. 1-12; they would even 
to himself, were it not for that first argument, have been of hardly any 
weight. They are the following :— 

2. The suspicion resulting from 2 Thess. iii. 17, as if by the addition of 
5 éore onpueiov a safer reception was designed to be procured for the spurious 
Epistle, arises from the fact that Paul could not possibly have appealed 
to macav éxioroAgv, especially if we consider the Second Epistle to the 
Thessalonians as one of the earliest of his Epistles. But we have already 
adverted to the correct meaning of év réoy ériorod@ and the addition 6 
éort onusiov is, moreover, sufficiently occasioned by the notice in ii. 2, 
which Kern, without right, denies, understanding the émotoA7 w¢ d? iuav, 
ii. 2, entirely arbitrarily, not of a forged epistle, but of the First Epistle of 
Paul to the Thessalonians, which was only falsely interpreted. 

8. The Second Epistle betrays an intentional imitation of the First. 
The whole first chapter of the Second Epistle rests on the groundwork of 
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the First Epistle; its beginning corresponds to the begianing of the First 
Epistle ; what is said concerning the 6Aij¢ for the sake of the gospel, has 
many parallels in 1 Thess. ii. and iii.; ver. 6 ff entirely depends on 1 
Thess. iv. 18 ff. (!); lastly, vv. 11, 12 are similar to 1 Thess. iii. 12 f.,, v. 23 
ff. Also what follows the section ii. 1-12 (which is peculiar to the Second 
Epistle) is also dependent on the First Epistle. Thus ii. 13-17 is depend- 
ent on 1 Thess. i. 4, 5, iii. 11 ff. The address: adeAgot qyarnuévor iro 
xuptov, ver. 18, is borrowed from 1 Thess. i. 4. Further, 2 Thess. iii. 1, 2 is an 
extension of 1 Thess. v. 25, but where in ver. 2 an additional clause is 
added, which neither as regards iva proféyuev x.7.A., nor as regards ov ydp 
‘ravtev 4 riotic, can properly be explained from the condition which Paul 
was supposed at that time to be in, when he was thought to have written 
the second Epistle soon after the first (!). Vv. 3-5 point back to 1 Thess. 
v. 24, iii. 11-18; vv. 6-12 rest entirely on 1 Thess. ii. 6-12, iv. 11, 12, v.14; 
and ver. 16 is borrowed from 1 Thess. v.28. However, on a more exact 
examination, a great diversity will be seen in many of those compared 
passages; and the resemblance and similarity remaining—which, more- 
over, is not greater than that between the Epistles to the Colossians and 
Ephesians, and between many passages in the Epistles to the Galatians 
and the Romans—has its complete explanation in the analogous circum- 
stances of the church which occasioned both Epistles, and in the short 
interval which intervened between their composition. 

4. Lastly, much that is un-Pauline is seen in the Epistle. To this 
belongs evyapioreiv ddeiAouev, 1. 83, Which is repeated in ii. 18, and in the 
first passage, moreover, is the more prominently brought forward by 
Kabac a&iév éor; whilst Paul elsewhere, out of the fullness of his Christian 
consciousness, simply says: “we thank God.” Directly following it 
trepavgdver 7) rioti¢ budv is surprising, which does not rightly agree with 1 
Thess. ili. 10 (karaprica: ra dotephuata tHe miorewc); and évdc éxdorov ravTwr 
tuov, which agrees not with what they are reminded of in the second 
Epistle itself (iii. 11) (!). Ver. 6 reminds us not so much of Paul as of 
Rey. vi. 9, 10. In ver. 10 the expression émiorety 7d papripiov juav é¢’ 
dude is un-Pauline; in ver. 11 the phrase raca eidoxia ayaSwobrnc, and still 
more épyov riotewe, is remarkable. In the section ii. 1-12, xa? dia roiro, 
which never elsewhere occurs, is placed instead of dca rovro, elsewhere 
constantly used by Paul. In the sane section, ver. 8, éripdvera tHe mapov- 
siac, and ver. 10, déyeobae tiv aydrnv tig dAnbeiac, instead of the simple 
déxecOac Tov Adyov, tiv aAgfead, are peculiar. The idea of election is 
entirely Pauline, but it is never (?) otherwise expressed than by éxdoyf, 
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éxAéyeoBar ; but in ii. 18 aipeioGac is found for it. In chap. iii. 13, kadoroueiv, 
not found elsewhere in the N. T.. is a transformation of the Pauline rd 
xatov roiv, Gal. vi. 9. Lastly, the addition dia rig éxoroAge, in ver. 14, is 
remarkable, as it purposely directs attention to the present Epistle—But 
these expressions partly have their analogies elsewhere with Paul, partly 
they belong to those peculiarities which are found in every Pauline Epistle 
blended with the general fundamental type of Pauline diction, which this 
Epistle also possesses; and lastly, partly they are deviations so unim- 
portant, that the reproach of being un-Pauline can in no way be proved 
by them. : 

Further, as regards Baur’s objections to this Epistle, these, in the first- 
mentioned place (Apostel Paulus), consist essentially only in a repetition 
of those already made by Kern. Only the assertion (p. 487) is peculiar to 
him, that the representation of Antichrist given in 2-Thess. ii. directly 
conflicts with the expectation of the apostle in 1 Cor. xv. For in 1 Cor. 
xy. 52 the apostle supposes that he himself will be alive at the advent, 
and will be changed with the living. In 2 Thess. ii., on the contrary, it is 
attempted by means of a certain theory to give the reason why the advent 
cannot so soon take place. Christ, according to that passage, cannot ° 
appear until Antichrist has come, and Antichrist cannot come so long as 
. that continued which must precede the commencement of the last epoch. 
How far is one thereby removed, not only beyond the standpoint, but 
also beyond the time of the apostle! 

The wantonness and superficiality of such an opinion is evident. Even 
évéoryxev (ii. 2) suffices to show its worthlessness. For that by means of 
this expression “the day of the Lord is only removed from the most 
immediate present, but by no means from being near at hand; and that 
accordingly he also could have thus expressed himself who expected the 
day of the Lord as near, as very near, only not precisely as in the present,” 
Baur, already from the treatise of Kern (p. 151), which he indeed else- 
where so carefully follows, might have learned. Indeed, it inevitably 
follows from the emphatic position of évéornxev, that not only also he,-but 
rather only he, who considered the advent as near could thus express him- 
self as to how it should take place. If the author had wished to refute 
the error that the day of the Lord has dawned, whereas he himself con- 
sidered the circumstances preceding it, instead of occurring in a short 
space of time and rapidly succeeding one another, only developing themselves 
in long periods, he would not have put the chief stress of the sentence on 
évéorqxev, and would have required to have written o¢ éru 4 juépa Tov Kvpiov 
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évéoryxev instead of d¢ bre évéotynev 7 juépa ‘rod kvptov. And, only to men- 
tion one other particular, might not one with the same argument of Baur 
call in question the authenticity of the Epistle to the Romans? For, 
according to the Romans, the return of Christ was not to be expected 
until the completion of the kingdom of God, until-all Israel will ‘be con- 
verted (Rom. xi. 26); but all Israel cannot be converted until the fullness | 
of the Gentiles be come in (Rom. xi. 25). ‘How far is one thereby 
removed, not only from the standpoint, but also from the time of the 
apostle!” 

Moreover, whilst Baur in the first-mentioned place (Apostel Paulus, p. 
485), differing from Kern, had assumed that the representation of Anti- 
christ given in 2 Thess. ii. rested entirely on Jewish ground, and contained 
only a repetition of the thoughts which were already expressed in their 
chief points, particularly according to the type of the prophecies of Daniel, 
and that accordingly the author moved only in the sphere of Jewish 
eschatology, and that even the Apostle Paul might have shared these 
views; in the last-mentioned place (Baur and Zeller’s Tub. Jahrbuch. p. 
151 ff.) he maintains, in agreement with Kern, that in the section 2 Thess. ii. 
such a representation of Antichrist occurs as could only have been formed 
on the soil of Christian ideas, and also on the ground of events which 
belong to a later period than that of the Apostle Paul. According to 
Baur’s subsequent opinion, the author borrowed the colors for his picture 
of Antichrist from the Apocalypse, and accordingly has imparted to the 
image of Antichrist features which are evidently borrowed from the his- 
tory and person of Nero. But to think of the dependence of the author 
on the Apocalypse is so much the more erroneous, as the description in 
the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians, compared with that in the 
Apocalypse, is one very simple and slightly developed. The Apocalypse, 
therefore, can only have been written at a period later than the Second 
Epistle to the Thessalonians. So also Baur’s argument from 2 Thess. ii. 
2 is destitute of any foundation. For it is manifestly an exegetical impos- 
sibility to find, with Baur, in the expression ei¢ 7d ui) tayéwo carevdjvar an 
indication “of an historical circumstance,” such as that which most 
naturally presents itself, the “ pseudo-Nero disturbances” mentioned by 
Tacitus, Hist. ii. 8. For the author himself expressly tells us, by the three 
clauses commencing with yjre, by what this carev0jvac and OpociaS ac of the 
readers was historically occasioned. Therefore no place remains in the 


context for such a historical reason of cadevOjvac and Opocicba: as Baur 
demands. 
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Lastly, Hilgenfeld removes the origin of the Epistle still farther than 
Kern and Baur. According to Hilgenfeld—who, however, holds fast to 
the genuineness of the First Epistle—it was not composed until the time 
of Trajan. The Epistle is a clear monument of the progress of the primi- 
tive Christian eschatology at the beginning of the second century. But 
his reasons for this view are extremely weak. Exactly taken, they are 
only the following :—(1) The first rise of the Gnostic heresies falls to the 
time of Trajan; (2) The continued persecution mentioned in 2 Thess. i. 
4 ff. suits the time of Trajan; (8) Also to this time the prophetical 
announcement in 2 Thess. ii. 2, that the day of the Lord had already 
commenced, agrees. But the opinion, that by the already working mys- 
tery of iniquity, 2 Thess. ii. 7, the rise of the Gnostic heresies is meant, is 
entirely untenable, as it has elsewhere no support in the Epistle; it is as 
arbitrary as is the further assertion of Hilgenfeld, that the expression: 6 
avSparo¢ ti¢ duapriac, 2 Thess. ii. 3, refers back to the blood-stained life of 
the matricide Nero, as Antichrist who had already existed. The two 
additional arguments can only lay claim to respect, provided the new 
outbreak of persecution presupposed in chap. i., and the opinion discussed 
in chap. ii. 2, that the advent was in the immediate present, were not 
sufficiently explicable from the natural development of the historical 
situation of the First Epistle, or provided it could otherwise have been 
proved that Paul could not be the author of the Epistle. But neither of 
these is the case. Also the notion, preserved to us in Hippolytus, refut. 
omn. haeres. ix. 18, p. 292, ix. 16, p. 296, that the Elxai-book, in the third 
year of Trajan, proclaimed the eschatological catastrophe as occurring 
after other three years of this emperor, is, in reference to o¢ dri évéoryxev 
} jpépa tov xvpiov, 2 Thess. ii. 2, wholly without value. 


ow 
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Tlabhov mpos Oeacahovtxets éxtatody deutépa. 


ABKX, Copt. 80, 87 have only: Ipi¢ Ocooatovieic 8’, The simplest and 
apparently oldest title. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 2. Elz. Tisch. 8, have tatpd¢ judv. But juov is wanting in B D E,17, 
49, 71, al. Clar. Germ. Theophyl. Ambrosiast, ed. Pel. Bracketed by Lachm. 
Rightly erased by Tischendorf 2, 7, and Alford. An addition from the usual: 
epistolary commencements of the apostle—Ver. 4. xavyacfac] So Elz. Griesb. 
Matt. and Scholz, after D E K L, min. vers. But in the diversity of testimonies 
(F G have xavyfoaoba), éyxavyaoda, after A B®, 17 al., received by Lachm. 
Tisch. 1, 2, Alford and Ellicott (in the 7th and 8th edd. Tisch. writes évxavyao¥az), 
merits the preference as the best accredited and the rarer form.—Ver. 8. Instead 
of the Receptus tupt ddoyéc (approved by Tisch. 2,7 and 8, Bloomfield, Alford, 
and Reiche), Scholz, Lachm., Tisch. 1 and Ellicott read gAoyi rupéc. For the 
latter overwhelming authorities decide (B D* E F G, 71, Syr. utr. Copt. Aeth. 
Arm. Vulg. It. Sen. ap. Iren. Macar. Theodoret [in comm.], Theophyl. [in 
comm.] Oec. Tert. Aug. Pel.)—Iyoot] Elz. Matth. Scholz read ’Iyjoot Xpiorov, 
Against B D EK L, min. plur. Copt. Aeth. Syr. p. Ar. pol. Theodoret, Damase. 
Theophyl. Oec. Xpcorov’ is impugned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., and 
rejected by Tischendorf, Alford and Ellicott—Ver. 9. Instead of the Receptus 
bAeTpov, Lachm., after A, 17, 73, al., Slav. ms. Chrys. ms. Ephr. Tert., reads 
oréFp.ov. But oAé9pcov is simply an error of the scribe, occasioned by the follow- 
ing aidviov—rod of the Receptus before xvpiov is wanting in D EF G, 3, 39, al., 
Chrys. (in textu) Theoph. It was absorbed in the last syllable of tpocérov.— 
Ver. 10, évdavuaodjvat, found in D* E* F G, instead of the Receptus Savuacdjvat, 
is an error of the scribe, occasioned by the two preceding and the following év.— 
motevoaow] Elz. reads miorevovow, against A B D E F Ggr. L¥, 31, al., plur. edd. 
Syr. p. Slav. Vulg. It. Sen. ap. Iren. Ephr. Chrys. Theodoret, Damasc. Theoph. Oec. 
Ambrosiast. Pel—Ver. 12. tov xupiov juav “Inoot] Elz. Matth. have tov xupiov 
juov Inoov Xpiorov, But Xporod is wanting in B D E K L¥, 87, al. plur. Copt. 
Sahid. Aeth, Clar. Germ. Theodoret, ms. Oec. Doubted by Groat bepeeated by 
Lachm., and rightly erased by Tisch. » Alford and Ellicott. 


Vy. 1, 2. Address and salutation. See on 1 Thess. i. 1.—érd cod rarpoc 
kat kvpiov I. Xp.] from God the Father and from the Lord Jesus Christ ; not: 
from God who is the Father and Lord of Jesus Christ. For, according to 
the Pauline custom, the fullness of Christian blessings is derived in com- 
mon from God and Christ. The absolute zarpéc (comp. Gal. i.3; 1 Tim. 
1.2; 2Tim.i. 2; Tit. i.4) is equivalent to rarpd¢ fuer, more frequently 
aed elsewhere in similar places ; comp.. Rom. i. 7; 1 Cor. i. 3; 2 Cor. i, 
2; Eph. i. 2;. Phil. i.2; Col. i. 2; Philem. 3, 
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Vy. 38-12. [On vy. 1-12, see Note LIV. pages 588-590.] Introduction of the 
Hpistle. Commendatory recognition of the progress of the church in faith 
and love, as well as in the stedfastness which proved itself anew under 
persecution (vv. 3, 4), a comforting and encouraging reference to the 
recompense commencing at the advent of Christ (vy. 5-10), and an assur- 
ance that the progress and completion of the Thessalonians in Christianity 
was continually the subject of the apostle’s prayer (vv. 11, 12). 
Ver. 3. ‘O¢eiAouev] namely, I Paul, together with Silvanus and Timo- 
theus.—«avtdc agvdv ior] as it is meet, as it is right and proper, is usually 
* considered as a mere parenthesis, resuming é¢e‘Aouev, so that bre is con- 
sidered in the sense of that dependent on ciyapioreiv. However, as the 
discourse afterwards follows quickly on ér:, so xadadc a£:dv éorcev Would sink 
into a mere entirely meaningless interjection and parenthesis; but as 
such, on account of the preceding d¢ei2ouev, it would be aimless and super- 
fluous. In direct contrast to this view, Schott places the chief emphasis 
On Ka8ec afi6v éctev, which he rightly refers back to etyapioreiv instead of 
to dgeidouev. According to Schott, xadéc is designed to denote “modum 
eximium, quo animus gratus declarari debeat,’ and the thought to be 
expressed is “oportet nos deo gratias agere, quales conveniant praestantiae 
beneficii, i. e. eximias.” But neither can this interpretation be the correct 
one. For (1) cade is never used as a statement of gradation; (2) it is hardly 
conceivable that Paul should have concentrated the emphasis of the sen- 
tence on kata afiév éotwv. If he had wished to do so, he would at least 
have written Etyapioreiv ogeizouev 7O Oe epi tudv, xaWac akidv ict, but 
would not have inserted ravrore and ddeAgoit. Taking this insertion into 
consideration, we are obliged to decide that after adeAgot a certain pause 
in the discourse commences, so that Evyapioreiv . . . adeAgoi is placed first 
as an independent general expression, to which katac aéiév éorw is added 
as a connecting clause, for the explanation and development of the pre- 
ceding by what follows. But from this it follows that 67: belongs not to 
evyapioreiv, but to xabdc asidv éorw, and denotes not that, but because. The 
meaning is: We ought to thank God always on your behalf, as it (sc. the 
evyapioteiy) is right and proper, because, etc. As by this interpretation 
Kadac G&i6v éotw is neither unduly brought forward nor unduly placed in 
the shade, so also every appearance of pleonasm vanishes. For dgeiAouev 
expresses the duty of thanksgiving from its swhjective side, as an internal 
conviction; Kado déiév éorw, on the other hand, from the objective side, as 
something answering to the state of circumstances, since it is meet, since 
it is fit and proper, to give thanks to God for the divine proof of His 
grace.—tirepavédver] grows above measure, exceedingly. The compound 
verb is an Graz Jeyéuevov in the N. T. But Paul loves such intensifying 
compounds with ixép. They are an involuntary expression of his over- 


1Comp. already Ambrosiaster: utnon qua- —_peydAws e£axovaréor, iva 7 meydhws Kabas agévov 
lecumque esse debitum ostenderet, sicut dig- 7 peydda mapéxovrt.—Theophylact: 7 ore Kat 
num est, ait, ut pro tam infinito dono magnas = Sta Adywv kai bv’ Epywr" atirn yap 7 akia evxa~ 
gratias referendas deo testarentur—Oecume- — protia. Comp. also Erasmus’ paraphrase, and 
nius: 7, Ste dyot Sixaioy éort, voyoes’ 7 72 + Fromond. 
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flowing feelings. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 301. Olshausen cer- 
tainly represents it otherwise. He finds in the compound verb a forbear- 
ing allusion to the fact that the Thessalonians were guilty of extravagance 
in their religious zeal,—an allusion which, as at all events it would con- 
tain a certain degree of irony, it is impossible to assume here, where Paul 
speaks of the reasons of his thanksgiving to God. Such an interpretation 
is not ingenious, as Baumgarten-Crusius judges, but meaningless.—évd¢ 
éxdotov ravtwv tuav] instead of the simple izév, emphatically strengthens 
the praise bestowed. Fromond.: non tam totius ecclesiastici corporis, sed 
uniuscujusque membri, quod mirum est et rarissimae laudis. But Hof- 
mann, in a strangely erroneous manner, thinks that ravrev iuov does not 
depend on évi¢ éxacorov, but is in apposition to it—ei¢ aAApjrovc] does not 
belong to rAeovdtex. It is the further objective specification of ayary, as évi¢ 
éx. wavr. bu. is the subjective. aAAgaove denotes the fellow-Christians in 
Thessalonica. Therefore erroneously, Pelt: Nec vero sine causa Paulus 
tam multus est in commendanda eorum caritate in omnes effusa; quum 
enim sciret, quam facile tum temporis accideret, ut Christiani se invicem 
diligerent, exteros vero aspernarentur, hac potissimum laude ad omnium 
hominum amorem eos excitare studuit.' 

Ver. 4. The progress of the Thessalonians in Christianity so rejoiced the 
heart of the apostle, that he expresses this joy not only in thanksgiving 
before God, but also in praises before men.—dore] refers back to izep- 
avédvet . . . aAAhAove.—ijuac abrobc]. This emphatic designation of the subject 
might be thus explained, that otherwise such praise was not the usual 
custom of the speakers, but that the glorious success of the gospel in 
Thessalonica caused them to forget the usual limits of moderation and 
reserve. This opinion is, however, to be rejected, because it would then 
without any reason be supposed that Paul had inaccurately written jude 
abrove (we ourselves) instead of airod¢ uag (even we)? It is therefore more 
correct to see in jude abrotc, that although it was true that the praise of 
the Thessalonians was already sufficiently spread abroad by others, yet. 
that they themselves, the writers of the Epistle, in the fullness of their joy 
could not forbear to glory in their spiritual offspring. A reference to 1 
Thess. i. 8 (de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius) is not to be assumed. Schott 
erroneously attempts to justify the emphasis on ude abrotc, by under- 
standing the same of Paul only in contrast to Silvanus and Timotheus, 
the subjects along with Paul of the verb dgeiAouev, ver. 3; for to 
maintain such a change of subject between ver. 8 and ver. 4 is 
impossible. Equally incorrect is also the notion of Hofmann, that abrobe 
added to juac denotes “ of ourselves” “ unprompted.” For it is absurd to 
attempt to deny that jac aitoi¢ must at all events contain a contrast to 
others.—iv tyiv tykavyaodac] boast of you. év iuiv is a preliminary object to 
éykavyaoda, Which is then more completely unfolded in irép ri¢ bropovige 


1So also arbitrarily Schrader: from the 2The latter, however, is actually found in B 
limitation of love to Christians is to be inferred SS and some min. 
an abhorrence of Gentiles, 
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K.7.A.—év rai¢ éxxAnoiace tod Ocow] in Corinth and its filiated churches. The 
cause which gave occasion to Paul’s boasting of his readers is more spec- 
ially expressed, being what was formerly represented as the motive of the 
apostolic thanksgiving ; whilst formerly faith in Christ and brotherly love 
were mentioned (ver. 4), the latter is here left entirely unmentioned, 
whilst the first is named in its special operation as Christian stedfastness 
under persecution.—irép ric tronoric iuav Kat riorewc] [LIV ¢.] is not, 
with Grotius, Pelt, and others, to be understood as a &v did dvoiv, in the sense 
of ixép Tig ixouovag budv év rioter, Or bxép THe Tictewe buav brouevobanc. Nor 
is stedfastness, as Calvin, Hemming, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Bouman, Chartae theol. Lib. I. p. 83 ff.,! Alford, and others think, particu- 
larly brought forward by the zicr« mentioned in ver. 8; and then, in 
addition, ziov is once more insisted on as the foundation on which 
trouovg rests, which would indeed be a strange proceeding, and would 
greatly interfere with the clearness of thought. But xiori¢ is here used in 
a different sense from that in ver. 3. Whilst zioric in ver. 8 denoted faith 
in Christ, the expression here, as the article r7¢ only placed once proves, 
is of a similar nature with irouovg; whilst the reference to Christ as the 
object of faith steps into the background, and the idea of “ faith” is trans- 
formed into the idea of “fidelity.” This rendering is the less objectionable 
as Paul elsewhere undoubtedly uses zicrre in the sense of fidelity (comp. 
Gal. v. 22; Rom. iii. 3; Tit. ii. 10; comp. also the adjective mioréc, 1 Thess. 
v. 24; 2 Thess. iii. 3; 1 Cor. 1.9, x. 13; 2 Cor. i.18; 2 Tim. ii. 13);.and, 
besides, the notion of fidelity in this passage implies the more general 
notion of faith in Christ ; icv here denoting nothing else than faith in 
Christ standing in a special and concrete relation, i.e. proving itself under 
persecutions and trials—7vaow] belongs only to dwypoic tvov. This is 
shown by the article repeated before 9Ainpecw, and by the additional clause 
aig avéyeote, which is parallel with tuév.—Clearer distinctions between 
dwyuot and Finer (as “pericula, quae totum coetum concernunt” and 
“ singulorum privata infortunia,” Aretius; or “open and hidden distress,” 
Baumgarten-Crusius) are precarious. Only so much is certain that 
Siaypyot is speciale nomen, Fhirpere generalius (Zanchius).—aic avéxeode] an 
attraction for dv avéyeote (so, correctly, also Buttmann, Gramm. des neutest. 
Sprachgebr. p. 140 [E. T. 161]),—not, as Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, and 
Hofmann maintain, instead of d¢ avéyeode; for avéxoua always governs 
the genitive in the N. T., never the accusative; comp. Matt. xvii. 17; 

Mark ix. 19; Luke ix. 41; Acts xviii. 14; 2 Cor. xi. 1, 19; Eph. iv. 2; Col. 
iii. 18; 2 Tim. iv. 3; Heb. xiil. 22. Fritzsche’s opinion fon 2 Cor. has Ih 
ne 58 ff.), that there is no attraction at all, and that avéyeo9a is here (as in 


1But Bouman ultimately adds (p. 85): 
“Cujus (sc. dicti Paulini) intacta vulgari 
utriusque substantivi significatione, expli- 
candi alia etiam in promptu est, ab illa, qaam 
memoravimus, paullo diversa via ac ratio. 
Etenim optimis quibusque scriptoribus non 
raro placuisse noyimus, ut a singularibus 
ad generaliora nuncupanda progrederentur. 


\ 


Quidni igitur primum singularem bmopovns 
constantiae, virtutem celebrare potuit aposto- 
lus, atque hine ad universae vitae Christianae 
moderatricem fidem, Domino habitam, prae- 
dicandam gressum facere? But also against 
this the non-repetition of the article before 
miotews decides, 
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Eurip. Androm. 981, cvudopaic jverxsunv) construed with the dative, and 
denotes “sustinendo premi calamitatibus h. e. perferre mala,” is contra- 
dicted by the above N. T. usage.—The present dvéyeode represents the per- 
secutions and the trials as belonging to the present. Accordingly a new 
outbreak of persecution must be meant, as the First Epistle describes the 
persecutions as past." 

Ver. 5. Judgment of the apostle concerning the conduct of his readers 
described in ver. 4. Their stedfastness in the sufferings of the present is 
a guarantee of future glory. Ver. 5 is a sentence in apposition, which 
is united to the preceding in the nominative, not in the accusative, to 
which Buttmann, Gramm. des neutest. Sprachgebr. p. 134 [E. T. 153], is 
inclined. See Winer, p. 496 [E. T. 533]. But éderyyua refers not to the 
subject of avéyeofe, that is, to the Thessalonians, as if aic avéyeote, dvrec 
évdetyua were written (comp. Erasmus, Annot., Camerarius, Estius) ; for 
however simple and easy such a connection might be grammatically, yet 
logically it is objectionable. Besides, Paul would hardly have put xaraé- 
whjvac buac instead of the simple infinitive, if he thought on no differ- 
ence of subject in évdecyna and xatafwhjvar. But also évdecyua is not-to be 
referred to maow roic diwyyoic . . . avéyecte (Ambrosiaster, Zwingli, Calvin, 
Bullinger, Aretius, Wolf, Koppe, Pelt, Schrader, Ewald, Bisping, and 
others), but to the whole preceding principal and collective idea ixép tig 
bropovac . . . avéxeobe. Accordingly it is to be analyzed as follows: 6 (that 
is to say, Kal rovro, bre év trouovh Kal riotee mdvTav Tov dwypdv tudv Kat 
Tov OAinpewv avéxeobe) Eotw evderypa THe dtkaiac Kpicews Tov Ocov.—évderypya] is 
found here only in the N. T. It denotes a sign, guarantee, proof (comp. 
the active évdergic, Phil. i. 28); here, according to the context, a prognostic. 
—ri¢ Sucaiag kpioewe Tod Ocov] cannot, with Olshausen and Riggenbach, (in 
opposition to them: Linder in d. Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1867, 3, p. 522 ff.), 
be understood of the present judgments executed on the earth, and 
‘which befall believers in order to perfect them and to make them worthy 
of the kingdom of God. Not only the article rjc, pointing to the judg- 
ment xar’ éoy#v, but also the explanation in ver. 6 ff., decides against 
this view. The juture judgment is meant which God will execute by 
Christ at the advent.—ei¢ 7d carafw6jvat bua «.7.2.] whose result will be that ye 
will be esteemed worthy of the kingdom of God, depends not on ai¢ avéyeobe, 
so that éderyya rig diKxaiag Kpicewe tov Oeod would become a parenthetic 
exclamation (Bengel, Zachariae, Bisping, Hofmann 1st ed., and others), nor 
does it also belong to the whole sentence évdevyye . . . Ocod: in refer- 


1That a critie such as Baur knows howto to have forgotten that at that instant the 
convert this deviation from the First Epistle Thessalonians were in great tribulation.” 
into a dependence upon it is not strange (see = But Paul dwells on this subject throughout 
Apostel Paulus, p. 488). “This present tense — the whole of the first chapter. Why should 
evidently shows how the author transfers he tarry longer on it, or recur to it anew, 
what had been said in 1 Thess. to his own since it referred to a virtue of the Thessa- 
time.” Also Schrader draws from ver.4 an lonians already proved, whereas the chief 
objection against the authenticity of the object of his Epistle consisted in supplying 
Epistle, but for this reason: “because later the actual and considerable wants of the 
in the course of the Epistle the writerappears church in knowledge and conduct? 
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ence to which ye, etc., but only to ric dixatac xpicewc. Accordingly ei¢ 7d 
Karas. k.7.A. is not a statement of purpose (thus Alford, Ewald, Linder, 
as above, Hofmann 2d ed.), but, for which view Ellicott has recently 
decided, an epexegetical statement of yesult. cic 76, with the infinitive, 
also stands for the result in 2 Cor. viii. 6, etc. Comp. Winer, p. 809 [E. T. 
328].—The infinitive aorist xarazwdjvac expresses the verbal idea simply, 
without any regard to time. See Kiihner, II. p. 80.—érip je Kai maoyere } 
Jor striving to obtain which ye suffer, an additional statement of the cause 
whose corresponding result will be xarafwjva. The Thessalonians, by 
their enduring stedfastness, the motive of which was striving after the 
kingdom of God, made themselves worthy of participation in this king- 
dom, for they thereby showed how precious and dear Christ is to them; it 
is thus certain that the judgment of God to be expected at the return of 
Christ will recognize this worthiness, and will exalt the Thessalonians to be 
fellow-citizens of His kingdom. Comp. Phil.i.28; Rom. viii. 17; 2 Tim. ii. 12. 
Ver 6. The suitableness and naturalness of this result to be expected 
from the righteousness of God, the mention of which was to comfort the 
Thessalonians and encourage them to continued endurance, is further car- 
ried out by an intimation of the retribution to be expected at the return 
of Christ. To assume a parenthesis from ver. 6 to ye jar, ver. 7 (Gro- 
tius), or to ver. 10 inclusive (Moldenhauer), is unnecessary arbitrariness. 
—eizep] provided, does not express any doubt, but introduces by means of 
an elegant expression, under the form of suspense, a saying whose truth 
is fully acknowledged. Comp. viii.9,17. See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 834; 
Hartung, Partikellehre, I. p. 343; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 528.—vixavov] right- 
e0us, joined to dixaiacg xpicewc, ver. 5. The apostle here places himself upon 
the standpoint of the strict righteousness of God, which is conceived 
according to the analogy of human jus talionis, and is also so asserted in 
Rom. ii. 5 ff.; 2 Cor. v. 10; Eph. vi. 8, 9; Col. iii. 24, 25. It is accordingly 
inadmissible to interpret dixaov, with Pelt and others, of the manifesta- 
tion of divine grace. The idea that one may obtain eternal salvation by 
his own merits, which recently Bisping finds here expressed, is removed 
from the Pauline mode of thought generally, and also from this passage, 
Certainly, as all men are subject to sin as a ruling power, the possibility 
of obtaining salvation can only be contained in Christ; and that God 
revealed this possibility of salvation, and by the mission of Christ invited 
us into His kingdom, is a pure contrivance of His free grace; but with 
this grace His holiness and righteousness are not abolished. There remains 
room for the exercise of the strict righteousness of God, as only he can 
enter into His eternal kingdom who, with the desire of salvation, accepts 
the call; whereas whoever closes himself against it, or rises up in enmity 
against it, must incur righteous punishment at the last day. ; 
Ver. 7. ©2Bouévore is passive. Bengel erroneously considers it as mid- 
dle.—aveoic] from avin, denotes the relaxing which follows exertion, the 
éxiraow,! passing over to the idea: comfort, refreshment, rest. Comp. 2 Cor. 


1 Plat. Rep. i. p. 349 E: év 77 émerdcer Kai avéoe tay xopdav. Plutarch, Lyc. 29: ov« dveows hv 
aaAXr’ éexitaois THs ToAtTELas. 
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ii, 18, vii. 5, viii. 13, and the analogous expression dvdygic, Acts iii. 19. 
Here dveowe characterizes the glory of the kingdom of God according to 
its negative side as freedom from earthly affliction and trouble.—ef “pov 
along with us. From this it follows that the apostle ‘and his companions 
belonged to the dBduevor. pe yoy accordingly contains a confirma- 
tion of the notice contained in iii. 2. Others (as Turretin, comp. also de 
Wette) understand pe judv entirely generally: with us Christians in gen- 
eral. But the dveoce which will likewise be imparted to the jee presup- 
poses a preceding #Aiyuc, that is, according to the context, persecution by 
those who are not Christians. But such persecutions do not befall Chris- 
tians everywhere. Strangely, Bengel (and also Macknight), wes’ judr 
denotes: “nobiscum i.e. cum sanctis Israelitis.” Ewald: “with us, @.e. 
with the apostles and other converted genuine Jews of the Holy Land, so 
that they shall have no preference.”’—év tH aroxadiyer tod Kupiov "Ijcov] a 
statement of the time when dvrarodotvac will take place, equivalent to 
brav aroxadvedy 6 Kbpiog "Ijcovc. aroxddvyuc (1 Cor. i. 7) is a more definite 
expression for tapovoia. The return of Christ is the period at which He, 
so long hitherto concealed, will as Ruler and Judge be manifested, will 
publicly appear.—ar’ obpavoi per ayyéAwv dvvauswc aitod] a specification 
of the mode of the aroxatiwer—ar odpavov] see on 1 Thess. iv. 16.—yer 
ayyédov Suvapuewg abtod] with the angels of His power, i.e. through whom His 
power manifests itself, inasmuch as the angels are the executors of His 
commands, by their instrumentality e.g. the resurrection-call to the dead 
is issued (1 Thess. iv. 16). Calvin : Angelos potentiae vocat, in quibus suam 
potentiam exseret. Angelos enim secum adducet ad illustrandam regni 
sui gloriam. Oecumenius, Theophylact, Piscator, Benson, Flatt, and 
others erroneously explain it: “with His mighty angels;” still more 
erroneously Drusius, Michaelis, Krause, Hofmann, and others: “ with His 
angelic host.” For this the Hebrew 82¥ is appealed to. But divauec never 
occurs in this sense in the N. T.; the proofs to the contrary, which Hof- 
mann finds in Luke x. 19, Matt. xxiv. 29, Mark xiii. 35, Luke xxi. 26, are 
entirely inappropriate. It would then require to have been written sera 
‘Ovvduews ayyéAwv avtod. Itis a wanton error, proceeding from a want of 
philological tact, when Hofmann separates airod from the words yer’ 
ayyéAwy duvvduewc, refers this pronoun to God, and joins it with didévro¢ 
éxdixjow into a participial clause, of which éy rj droxaber «7.2. forms the 
commencement. Granted that yer ayyédov duvduewc, without the addi- 
tional airod, might denote with an angelic host, yet Paul, in order to express 
the thought assigned to him by Hofmann, if he would be at all under- 
stood, would at least have entirely omitted airod, and would have put the 
dative didévrt instead of the genitive didédvroc. 

Ver. 8, 'Ev gAoy? rvpéc] is not, as Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Seb. Schmid, 
Harduin, Moldenhauer, Macknight, Hilgenfeld (Zeitsch. f. wissensch. Theol. 
1862, Part 3, p. 245), Hofmann, and others? assume, a statement declaring 

1That also we are not here to think, with 2'Thus also Theodoret must have united the 


Hammond, on the destruction of Jerusalem words. For although he does not clearly 
is evident. express himself concerning this union, yet 
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the instrument of didévro¢ éxdixnow, but is a further specification of the 
mode of aoxadiwe:, ver. 7: in Jlaming fire (US 37993, Isa, xxix. 6, xxx. 80, 
ete.). In the O. T. God is described as appearing in flames of fire, and 
especially His coming to judgment is described as a coming in fire ; comp. 
Ex. ii. 2 ff., xix. 18; Dan. vii. 9, 10, ete. What is there asserted of God 
is here transferred to Christ. (Comp. also 1 Cor. iii. 18, where of the day 
of Christ, i.e. of His advent, it is said : év rupi aroxadbmrera.) The addi- 
tional clause accordingly serves for a further exaltation of the majesty and 
glory in which Christ will return. More special statements, that Paul 
thought on thunder and lightning (Zachariae, Koppe, Bolten), on a fire 
consuming the ungodly, or the world, or both together (Zwingli, Hemming, 
Aretius, Cornelius a Lapide, Fromond., Sebastian Schmid, and others), are 
to be discarded, from want of data to decide on.—dw¢vroc] is joined, not to 
mupéc, but to tov xupiov Iyoov, ver.7. The formula diddvac éxdixnoiv ti, to' 
impart vengeance, that is, punishment, to any one, is only found here in 
the N. T. But comp. the LXX. Ezek. xxv, 14; Num. xxxi. 3 (PDI [D)). 
Paul does not mention only one class of persons who are to be punished 
(Calvin, Hemming, Turretin, Pelt, Schott, de Wette, Riggenbach), but two 
classes of persons. This is required by the article repeated before yy 
ixaxovovcww. These were the two classes of persons from whom the church 
of Thessalonica had to suffer persecution—Gentiles and Jews. By roi¢ py. 
eldéccv Gedy Paul means the former, and by toi¢ py iraxovovow TO evayy. 
x.t.A. the latter, so that the general roic #//Bovew iuac, ver..6, is now special- 
ized. The correctness of this interpretation is further evident from the 
fact that elsewhere y7 eidérec Oedv is with Paul a characteristic designation 
of the Gentiles (1 Thess. iv. 5; Gal. iv. 8; comp. Rom. i. 28; Eph. 11. 12); 
whereas the characteristic of the theocratic nation of the Jews, as shown 
by experience, was disobedience to God and His plan of salvation; comp. 
Rom: x. 3, 16, 21, etc. This reference to Gentiles and Jews is already 
found in Ambrosiaster, Grotius, Quistorp, Benson, Bengel, Koppe, Baum- 
garten-Crusius; and also recently, in Alford, Ewald, Ellicott, and Bisping. 
On the other hand, Harduin and Hofmann interpret the first clause of 
Gentiles, and the second of Jews and Gentiles ; Schrader, the first of Gen- 
tiles, and the second of Christians; Aretius, the first of “ manifesti Christi 
hostes, sive Judaei sint sive ethnici,” and the second of “ pestes in sinu 
ecclesiae latitantes.” But with the first view the division, which the 
article repeated requires, becomes illusory; and the context decides 
against the last two views. For when, as here, Christians are comforted 
on account of the afflictions which they suffer from those who are not 
Christians by an intimation of a future retribution, the discourse cannot 
possibly have reference to a punishment which is impending on Chris- 
tians.—rod xvplov tuav "Iycov] a repetition of the subject already con- 
tained in d:dévro¢ in a fuller form, on account of the preceding Oedv. 

Ver. 9. Paul names eternal destruction as the punishment which those 
ungodly ones will have to endure. [LIV ¢.]—oirwec] nimirum qui, refers 


he finds in $Aoyi mupds expressed: 77s Tiwwpias Td ei6os,and adds: pAoyi yap mupbs mapadidovra., 
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back to the characteristics of the two classes named in ver. 8, and accord- 
ingly recapitulates the reason for dixny ricovowv..—and mpocdérov Tov Kupiov 
«.7.4.] has received a threefold interpretation. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Vatablus, Estius, Fromond., and others interpret 
azé of time: immediately after the appearance of the zpécwrov rod kupiov 
and of the défa ri¢ isxio¢ abrov. The swiftness and facility of the punish- 
ment are thereby described, inasmuch as it required Christ merely to 
become visible. The artificialness of this interpretation is evident. For 
however often ézé denotes the point of commencement of a period, yet 
the bare ad mpoodérov cannot possibly be considered as parallel with such 
constructions as a7 Kricewe Kécuov, Rom. i. 20; ard tie mpdrye guépac, Phil. 
i.5, and the like. At least dx’ aroxadiewe tov xpoodzov or something simi- 
lar would require to have been written. Add to this that 47d zpocarov 
«.7.4,, on account of its position at the end of the sentence, cannot have 
such an emphasis, that the idea of the swiftness and facility of the punish- 
ment can, be derived from it. ard is understood as a statement of the 
operating cause by Grotius, Harduin, Benson, Bengel, Moldenhauer, Flatt, 
Pelt, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and Hofmann: “ from the 
presence of the Lord, and from the glory of His power” (comp. Acts iii. 
19). Pelt (and so also Castalio, Koppe, Bolten, and others) arbitrarily 
considers ard mpoodrov tov kupiov as equivalent to the simple azd tod 
«upiov ; and equally arbitrarily Harduin, Benson, and Moldenhauer (comp. 
also Hofmann) understand zpécwrov of a wrathful or gloomy countenance. 
But there is an essential inconvenience to this second mode of interpre- 
tation, inasmuch as by its assumption without the introduction of a new 
idea there is only a repetition in other words of what has already been 
said in vv. 7, 8 from év rH aroxadbwer to didévrog éxdixnow; the whole of the 
9th verse would only contain aiéwov as a new point. Accordingly the 
third mode of explanation, adopted by Piscator, Ernest Schmid, Beza, 
Calixt, Koppe, Krause, Schott, Bloomfield, Alford, Bisping, Ellicott, and 
Riggenbach, is decidedly to be preferred, according to which a7é expresses 
the idea of separation, of severance from something. Comp. ii. 2; Rom. ix. 
3; Gal. v. 4. According to Flatt and de Wette, the expression icybo¢ is 
opposed @ this explanation, which directly points to an operating cause. 
But rij¢ ioybo¢ is to be rendered the genitive of origin, and the déga is to 
be understood, not of the glory of Christ, but of the glory which is to be 
imparted to believers. The meaning is: apart or separated from the face of 
the Lord, and apart from the glory which is a creation of His power. By this 
explanation pécwrov receives its full import; “to see the face of the 
Lord” is a well-known biblical expression to denote blessedness (comp. 
Ps, xi. 7, xvii. 5; Matt. v. 8, xviii. 10; Heb. xii. 14; Rey. xxii. 4), whereas 
distance from it is an expression of misery. 

Ver. 10. Further, with this explanation ver. 10 agrees best, since in it, 
as the counterpart to ver. 9, the discourse is not so much of a glorification 
of Christ as of a glorification of Christians—a glorification certainly which 


1See Hermann, ad Soph. Oed. R. 688. 
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necessarily reflects on Christ Himself as its producer.—drav E10y] when 
He shall have come, a statement of the time of dixyv ricovew, ver. 9. Schott 
less simply unites it with diddvrog éxdixnow, ver. 8.—érdofac9Fvac] the infini- 
tive of design. See Winer, p. 298 [E. T. 318]. The dy are not the 
attending angels (Macknight, Schrader), but Christians. é» roic dyiow abrov 
does not, however, import through His saints (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Kypke, II. p. 341, Vater, Pelt, Schott, and others), nor among 
them, but iz them, so that the glorification of Christians becomes a 
glorification of Christ Himself. So also Christ is admired in all believers, 
because the admiration of the blessedness to which believers have been 
exalted has as its consequence an admiration of Christ as the Creator of 
that blessedness.—ire éxcaretn . . . é@ ipac] is a parenthesis :! for our tes- 
timony brought to you has been believed. This is occasioned by zioretcaow. 
It is designed to bring forward the certainty that also the Thessalonians 
belong to the zvoretoavree. In a peculiar—intermixing much that is 
strange—and unnatural manner Ewald: “As the subject particularly 
treats of the truth of the apostolic testimony concerning divine things (!), 
or whether the gospel, as the apostles and first witnesses proclaimed it, 
will or will not one day be confirmed in its entire contents and promises 
by God Himself at the last judgment (?), so Paul summarizes the chief 
contents (?) of that glory and admiration in a lively reference to his im- 
mediate readers directly in words in which one might almost then exclaim : 
‘Our testimony among you was verified (?).’ And itis asif the apostle had 
put here this somewhat strange short expression, the rather because he 
has said directly before that God (?) will be admired in those who believed, 
as if a verification or complete confirmation (?) of the contents of faith must 
at last justly correspond to the human faith regarding them.”—rd papripiov 
juav] our testimony, i.e. the testimony proclaimed by us. Really different, 
neither from papripiov tov Xpiorov, 1 Cor. i. 6: the testimony whose subject 
is Christ; nor from papripiov tod cov, 1 Cor. ii. 1: the testimony which 
God published through the apostles concerning Christ. To limit, with 
Bretschneider, wapripiov to the instructions of the apostle concerning the 
advent of Christ contained in the First Epistle, instead of taking it entirely 
generally in the sense of kjpvyya or ebayyéduov, is rendered impossible by 
the relation of 67 éxictetdy to xioteboacw.—ie’ ipac] is connected with 7d 
papripiov judv into one idea; and hence the article ré, whose repetition 
before é¢’ iuac might have been expected, is omitted. See Winer, p. 128 
[E. T. 135]. Comp. on éi with papripwv, Luke ix. 5. Ingenious, but 
erroneous, Bengel: é¢' ivac denotes: ad vos usque, in occidente.—év rH 
quépa éxeivy| [LVIII c.] belongs not to 29, (Zeger, Pelt, Olshausen), but to 


1Certainly otherwise Hofmann. According 
to him, ére émuctevOn 7d paptipiov Huav ed’ 
ipas is to be added as a reason to avrarodoivat 
tiv aveow ped’ quar, ver. 6 f. (!). But this 
is not yet enough. Besides the statement of 
design, iva ipas aévion x.7-A., ver. 11, is made 
also to depend on émorev6n 7d paptiptoy Huey 


é¢’ tuas; to this statement of design also év 
7H nuepa éxeivy belongs; this is placed before 
iva for the sake of emphasis, and cis 6 kat 
mpocevxoueba mavrore epi vuay forms a mere 
parenthesis—suppositions which are cer- 
tainly worthy of an exegesis like that of Hof- 
mann, but are only possible to it. 
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Savuacdjvat, Whilst by it the indication of time, drav 29, is resumed. The 
Peshito, likewise Pelagius, John Damascenus, Estius, Lucius Osiander, 
Menochius, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Harduin, Storr, Koppe, Krause, ~ 
Rosenmiiller, Nésselt, Flatt, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others, not assum- _ 
ing a parenthesis, unite év rj quépg éxelvy with the directly preceding, either 
swith papripwoy or with éroredy.. The interpretations resulting from this 
mode of connection vary much from each other; but are all arbitrary, 
inasmuch as, on the one hand, in order to preserve the statement of time 
in év 7H juépa éxeivy, one feels himself constrained to consider the aorist 
émioreb6n as placed for the future, and thus to alter the import of the verb 
(will be authenticated) ; or, on the other hand, in order to preserve émo- 
ret97 in the sense of the aorist, one has recourse to the expedient of con- 
struing év ri juépg éxeivy as the objective statement belonging to papripwy, 
in the sense of rep tHe juépac éxeivye—But wherefore did Paul add & rq 
quépa éxeivy, after the sentence beginning with 67? Perhaps only for the 
sake of parallelism. _But possibly also Calvin is correct when he says: 
“repetit in die illa . . . Ideo autem repetit, ut fidelium vota cohibeat, ne 
ultra modum festinent.” 

Ver. 11. Eic 6] in reference to which, namely, that such a glori- 
fication of Christ in His people is to be expected. Comp. Bernhardy, 
Syntax, p. 220; Ktihner, II. p. 279. Philologically incorrect, Grotius, 
Flatt, Pelt, Baumgarten-Crusius take ei¢ 6 as equivalent with qua- 
propter, and Koppe as “mera particula transeundi,” equivalent with 
itaque. Logically incorrect, de Wette, Bloomfield, Hofmann, and Riggen- 
bach: “toa which end.” For, since ei¢ 6 must refer to the chief thought in 
ver. 10, this could only be analyzed by: “in order that the édotacdjvar 
and the Yavyaodjvac of Christ may be realized in believers.” But this fact 
in itself is clear to the apostle as a settled truth; he cannot think on it as 
dependent on his prayer; he can only have it in view in his prayers, that 
the Thessalonians also may find themselves in the number of those among 
whom Christ will be glorified.—xai] belongs not to ei¢ 6, so that the suita- 
bleness of this (supposed) design was denoted (de Wette), but to mpoo- 
‘evydueda. It imports that the prayer of the apostle was added on behalf of 
the Thessalonians to the fact of the évdofacdjva.—iva] The contents of the 
prayer in the form of a purpose. a£wovv tie KAgoewe is that to which Paul 
would attain through his prayer. Comp, Meyer on Phil. i. 9.—égwiv] 
means to judge worthy; comp. 1 Tim. v. 17; Heb. iii. 8, x. 29. It never 
has the meaning to make worthy, which Luther, Grotius, Flatt, Olshausen, 
Ewald attribute to it. From this it follows that «joc cannot express the 
act’ of the divine calling, already belonging to the past, but must denote 
something future. «Ajov is accordingly to be understood, as in Phil. iii. 
14, in a passive sense, as the good thing to which we are called, i.e. the 

1So also Meyer on Phil. iii. 14; likewise 


: ence to them dperanéAntos (Rom. xi. 29). 
Grinim in the Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1850, Part because the Christian can again make en 


4, p. 806 f.: “The Christians are declared _ self unworthy of the divine grace which he 
worthy of the call already promulgated to has received (Rom. xi. 20 ff; 2 Cor. vi. 1; 
them, or the kAjots tod @cod may be inrefer- Gal. y. 4)” : , 
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future heavenly blessedness of the children of God Col. i.5 (see Meyer 
on that passage) is entirely analogous, where éAric, elsewhere active, is 
used in a passive or objective sense.—With kat wAnpdcy &.7.2., which is 
grammatically subordinate to agcécy, Paul adds, logically considered, the 
means which is to lead to the result of being judged worthy. [LVIII ¢.J— 
mAnpowv] to bring to completion or perfection —racay eidoxiav ayadaobvyc] can- 
not be referred to God, as if it meant all His good pleasure, and denoted 
the divine decree of election (Oecumenius, Zwingli, Calvin, Estius, Justi- 
, nian, Beza, Calixt, Wolf, Benson, Bengel, Macknight, Koppe, Flatt, Pelt, 
Bisping, and others). It is against this that épyov riorewc, Which forms an 
additional accusative to zAypécy, is undoubtedly to be referred to the 
Thessalonians ; that dyafwctry is never used by Paul of God; and lastly, 
that wacav rjv eidokiay would require to have been written instead of racav 
evdoxiav. Others refer tacav eidoxiay partly to God and partly to the Thes- 
salonians.? This second explanation is even more inadmissible than the 
first. Itis not even supported by the appearance of justification, as at 
least xacav ayabwoiv7yy evdoxiac must be put, in order to afford a point of con- 
nection for it. The exclusively correct meaning is to understand both 
evdoxiay and ayatucivnc of the Thessalonians. But ayadwotvy does not denote 
benevolence (Chandler, Moldenhauer, Nésselt, Schott), but moral goodness 
generally. Comp. Rom. xv. 14; Gal. v. 22; Eph. v. 9. Accordingly, with 
Taca evdoxia ayafwcivyc is expressed every satisfaction in moral goodness.— 
 Epyov rictewc| here, asin 1 Thess. i. 3, represents faith as an épyov, i.e. as 
something begun with energy, and persevered in amid persecution.—év 
duvauer] belongs to zAypécy, and takes the place of an adverb. See Bern- 
hardy, Syntaz, p. 209. Comp. Rom. i.4; Col.i. 29. Thus powerfully. 
Ver. 12. Td dvoya rot Kupiov ju. ’Ijcov] The name of our Lord Jesus, 7. e. 
so far as He is the xtpuc, the Lord; comp. Phil. ii./9 ff. Arbitrarily, de 
Wette: Christ, so far as He is recognized and known. Still more arbi- 
trariiy Turretin, Moldenhauer, Koppe, and others: évoya xvpiov is a mere 
cireumlocution for xipiuc.—év aitG] refers not to Ijoot (so Alford and 
Ellicott), but to rd évoua; and the giving prominence to the mutual recip- 
rocity, év ipiv Kat ipeic év ato, is an exhaustive representation. Comp. Gal. 
vi. 14; 1 Cor. vi. 13.—xara tiv yapw Tod Ocod jpdv Kal Kvpiov ’Inoot}] [LVIII c.] 
according to the grace of our God and of the (see Winer, p. 118 [E. T. 124)] 
Lord Jesus. According to Hofmann and Riggenbach, Christ is here 


1Alford incorrectly objects to the passive 2Thus Theophylact: iva maca evdoxia rod 
interpretation adopted by me, that the Gcod, rovtéoTe Taga apéoKera, TAnpwWOF ev Viv 
position of the words would require to be ris Kal rav ayabov Siarpattygbe, Kal OUTS ATE ws 
kAjgews afiwon. For the emphasis rests on BovAerat 0 Oeds, pndevos duty Aelmovtos. Gro- 
aéuson placed first, whilst with ris cAjocews tius: Omnem bonitatem sibi gratam.. 
the idea, already supposed as well known by = aya0wavvny, 4 ear adrod evdoxia, Olshausen, 
katakiwOjvat bas THS Bactreias TOU Ogu, ver. with whom Bloomfield agrees: May God fill 
5, as well as by the contents of ver. 10, is only you with all the good which is pleasing to 
resumed, although under a different form. Him. In an excess of arbitrariness, Olshau- 
Alford, appealing to 1 Cor. vii. 20, understands sen _ besides takes evdoxiay and épyov as 
KAjots “not merely as the first actof God, but absolute accusatives, whilst he unites vpuas 
as the enduring state produced by that act, not only with agwwop, but likewise with 
the normal termination of which is glory.” TAnpoog. 
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named both our God and our Lord,—an interpretation which, .indeed, 
grammatically is no less allowable than the interpretation of the doxology, ~ 
6 dv éxi révtwv Ocde ebaAoynti¢ cig Tod aidvac, Rom. ix. 5, as an apposition » © 
to 6 Xpiordc, but is equally inadmissible, as it would contain an un-Pauline 
thought; on account of which also Hilgenfeld, Zischr. f. d. wiss. Theol., 
Halle 1862, p. 264, in the interest of the supposed spuriousness of the 
Epistle, has forthwith appropriated to himself this discovery of Hofmann. 


Norrs By AMERICAN EpITor. 


LVI. Vv. 1-12. 


(a) The Second Epistle has the same general character as the First, both in re- 
spect to the fact that it is a letter of friendly feeling and suggestion, and in respect 
to the main subject whiclr is treated of. It differs from the former Epistle, how- 
ever, in that it was apparently written for the purpose of correcting a single error, 
into which the Thessalonians had been led since Paul had written to them, and 
perhaps in connection with some misapprehension as to the meaning of what he 
had written. It is thus a letter of explanation and correction on a single point, to 
which, both at the beginning and end, certain exhortations or expressions of 
friendly sentiment are added. The centre and substance of the Epistle are, thus, 
in the second chapter, and the other parts are united with this in a subordinate 
way. 

(6) In the expression of thankfulness, with which the letter opens, we find evi- 
dence of progress in the church, even since the date of the former epistle. This 
is indicated by the stronger words used (as compared with 1 Thess. i, 2 ff): 
brepavidver, TAeovater, éyxavyacdat, We also find evidence that the church had 
met with still further persecutions, as seen in the addition to trouoviye tydv Kat 
miorewe (ver. 4) of the words év raot, .. . dvéyeode,—and in the long passage re- 
lating to the subject (vv. 5-10). A careful comparison of the expressions in the 
two letters, however, will show that there is only such a progress indicated as 
might easily have been seen within a brief period. Indeed, the movement of the 
thought, in chap. i., in the line of faith, love and stedfastness; in chap. ii., in 
the line of the Parousia; and in chap. iii. in the line of similar exhortations, 
makes it clear that the two letters could not have been widely separated in 
time. 

(c) As to individual words and phrases, the following points may be noticed :— 
(1) While the possibility of using z/orce in the sense of Jidelity may be allowed, it 
seems altogether improbable that it is to be understood in this sense in ver. 4 (as 
Liinem. takes it), because of the natural and easy connection of the ideas of 
stedfasiness and faith, and because riori¢ of ver. 3 undoubtedly means faith— 
(2) With évderyna of ver.5 we may compare évderEi¢ of Phil. i. 28. The suggestion 
of the passage in Phil. points to the active, not the mere passive element, con- 
tained in ixouovf as that which constituted the évderywa, The fact that the 
Christians endured persecutions, ete., not terrified or overpowered by any thing 
which their adversaries could do, was a token or proof (prognostic, Liinem.) of the 
righteous judgment of God. The idea of justice in God, as thus recompensing, 
seems to be connected with two ideas, which we find presented in the New Testa- 
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ment:—the legal principle of reward according to works, which belongs to the 
legal system, and that justice or righteousness which consists in the fulfillment of 
promises and coyenants—God has promised His people a blessed reward (comp. 
Heb. vi. 10).—(3) The connection of the idea of suffering with that of being 
counted worthy of the kingdom, which we find here and elsewhere in Paul’s 
writings (comp. Rom. viii. 17 and other passages), seems to show, not only how 
inseparable from the Christian life such suffering (which was then largely in the 
line of persecution, etc.) appeared to the apostolic mind, but also how the mind 
of that age turned to the recompenses of the future as a sustaining and encouraging 
fact—(4) This Epistle opens, as also 1 Thess., with the thought of the Parousia, 
as seen in the word aroxdAvyue of ver. 7—(5) The words added to araxadiner ar’ 
ovpavov here, as compared with those added in 1 Thess. iv. 16. are apparently de- 
termined by the particular thought which the writer hasin mind. There, it is 
the summoning of the Christians at the end, whether living or dead, to meet Him 
in their new life. Here, it is the execution of His purposes of judgment with re- 
gard to enemies and friends. The words here employed (év zupi Aoyéc, per’ ayyé- 
Aw duvauewe avtov) do not, however, apparently refer to the idea of punishment, 
They set forth majesty and power, which may secure either glory to obedient sub- 
jects or destruction to enemies—(6) Ver. 9 is the only passage in Paul’s writings 
in which the phrase 6/e%poc aidvioc occurs, and the only one in which the word 
aiéyig occurs as applied to the future of unbelieving men. This particular phrase 
is not found elsewhere in the N.T., but the adjective aidvio¢ is connected with tvp 
Matt. xviii. 8, xxv. 41, Jude 7, with «é/acw¢ Matt. xxv. 46, with «plow (T. R.) or 
auaprnua Mark iii. 29, and with xpiva Heb. vi. 2. The adjective is found forty- 
four times in the N.T. qualifying the word life, and twenty times (including those 
just mentioned) with other words—generally, as connected either with the idea 
of salvation, or with God, His Spirit, purpose, ete. That the adjective carries with 
it the idea of duration, and is not a mere qualitative word, is indicated by its use 
in many cases. The argument in proof that it has this idea of duration in the 
phrases which refer to the penalty of the future life, is a strong one, and one not 
_ easily set aside. The declaration here given by Paul in respect to this penalty is 
the most definite one which he makes, in his Epistles, in a positive form; but there 
are statements in a negative form (as e. g. 1 Cor. vi. 9,10), which may be regarded 
as conveying the same idea—(7) The preposition a7é (ver. 9), for the reasons 
given by Liinem., contains the idea of separation from ; and, this being the case, 
dé£a is to be interpreted as meaning that glory which is connected with the mani- 
festation of His person when he accomplishes the complete triumph of His king- 
dom. This is indicated as the meaning, also, by the following words, érav k.r.4.— 
(8) év rH juépa éxeivy (ver. 10), which is to be connected with Yavuacd7jva and the 
words which precede it, refers to the avoxdAvywc, and thus to the Parousia. There 
is, apparently, nothing either here, or in any statement of either of the two 
Epistles, to indicate that Paul had in mind an Advent which was to be separated 
by a long interval from the day of Final Judgment, or that the’ idea of Farrar 
(Life of St. Paul, Vol. L, p. 607)—that this “zeonian exclusion” takes place at the 
time of the former, and not of the latter, is to be found in the passage—(9) The 
explanation of ¢i¢ 6 of yer. 11, which is given by Liinem., is the most satisfactory 
one—these words referring to the fact that the glorification of Christ in His people 
is to be expected, and the following part of the verse relating to the worthiness 
of the readers to participate in the blessedness connected with it—(10) The rela- 


590 THE SECOND EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. 


tion of tAnpdon to a&iéon, which Liinem. makes that of means leading to the result 
of being judged worthy, is to be thus understood, if «A#oewe is taken, as he takes 
it, in the sense of the good thing to which we are called—the future blessedness. 
This is probably the correct view. If, on the other hand, x/joewe is referred, with 
Alf., to “the enduring state produced by the first act” of calling, *A7p. may be re- 
garded as that which accompanies the a£céoy.—(11) Most of the recent comm. 
agree with Liinem. that ver. 12 is not to be interpreted as if both Sod and xvpiov 
were intended by the writer to describe Christ—Christ receiving, thus, the name 
of God. As «ipiog seems evidently to have somewhat of the character of a proper 
name in its N. T. use, the two words do not fall under the ordinary rule of appella- 
tive words united by «ai undera single article. Accordingly, the phrase only unites 
God and Christ in acommon relation to grace, and does not give to Christ the name 
Sedo. The passage, however, is not parallel with Rom. ix. 5, as Liinem.’s remark 
might seem to imply. In that passage, all the indications of the sentence and its 
construction point to the connection of 6 Ov «,7.A, with Xpvoréc, and the supposed 
“un-Pauline thought” is the only argument of weight against it. Here, on the 
other hand, the grammatical usage with regard to proper names favors the dis- 
tinction between Ved¢ and Xpuoréc, 


é 
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X ' CHAPTER II. 


Ver. 2. Elz. has ard tov vodc, Instead of it, D E 43, al., Syr. Erp. Syr. p. c. 
ast. Sahid. Aeth. Vulg. Clar. Germ. Ambrosiast. Hier. Pel. have a7d rod vode 
tuov. An interpretation —lInstead of the Receptus pire Opocicba, A B D* FG &, 
Or. require dé Gpocicdar. Correctly preferred by Lachm. Tisch. Bloomfield, 
Alford and Ellicott, for ¢poriotac contains a new point, intensifying the dis- 
course.—«vpiov] Elz. Matth. read Xpeorov. Against the preponderating authority 
of A B D* E (?) FG L®&, min. plur. vers. and Fathers.—Ver. 3. Instead of the 
Receptus duapriac, BS 3, al., perm. Copt. Sahid. Slay. ed. Or. ms. (bis et in edd. 
qu.) Cyr. hieros. Damase. Nicephor. Tert. Ambrosiast. ed. Ambr. have dvoyiac. 
Adopted by Tisch. 8. But avouiac is taken from dvoyiac, ver. 7, and dvouoc, ver. 
8.—Ver. 4. Instead of the Receptus imepapéuevoc, F G, Or. (semel) Prosop. (ap. 
“Niceph. semel) demand éracpouevoc. But the directly following é7i decides 
against its genuineness.—Before xa¥icat Elz. Matth. add o¢ Gedv. _A gloss for the 
sake of strengthening. Correctly erased by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch., 
Alford and Ellicott, to whom also Reiche agrees, after A B D* 8, min. perm. Erp. 
Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. Clar. Germ, Or. (ter.) Hippol. Cyr. utr. Severus, 
Chrys. ms. Theodoret (alic.) Polychronius, Methodius jun., Damase. Ir. Tert. Cypr. 
Aug. Ambrosiast. Ruf. Primas. Cassiod. al.—Instead of the Receptus arodecxvivra, 
A F G, 3, 23, al., edd. Or. (semel) Cyr. utr. Theodoret (ter.) Damasc. (semel) have 
azodexviovra.—Ver. 8. 6 xiptog "Incotc] Elz. Matth. Tisch. 2, Bloomfield, and 
Reiche read only 6 kipsoc, after B (e sil.) D*** E** K L* min. pl. Arab. in 
polygl. Sl. ms. Or. (semel vel bis) Macar. Cyr. hier. Theodoret (sem.) Damasc. 
(sem.) Oec. Vig. al. But 6 kipiog "Iqoove (received by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. 
Tisch. 1, 7 and 8, Alford, Ellicott) is required by A D* E* F G L#*®, 17, 31, al., 
perm. Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Arm. Slay. ed. Vulg. It. Or. (semcl vel 
bis) Hippol. Constitut. Ath. Bas. Cyr. Ephr. Chrys. Theodoret (saepe), Damasc., 
Theoph. Ir. (semel) Tert. Hier (saepe) Fulgent. Hilar. Ambros. Aug. Rufin. Am- 
brosiast. Primas. Pelag.—Elz. has ava/Aécet. Lachm. and Tisch. 1 and 8 read avedei, 
after A B D* 17, 23, al., mult. Or. (semel) Hipp. Macar. Method. jun., Andreas 
caesar. Cyr. hieros. Chrys. ms. Damase. Theophylact. But avadécer is the more 
unusual form, and dve/ei is taken from the LXX. Isa. xi, 4.—Ver. 10. adsxiac] 
Elz. Griesb. Matth. Scholz read rij¢ aduxiac. The article is wanting in A B F G8* 
min. Or. (sexies) Cyr. hieros. The last syllable of the preceding a7ary gave occa- 
sion to this addition.—roi¢ aroAAuuévorc] Elz. Griesbach, Matth. Bloomfield read 
éy roig aroAAvuévorc, Against A B D* F G 8* 17, 71, al., Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Vulg. 
It. Or. (quinquies) Cyr. hieros. Damase. (semel) Ir. Tert. Aug. Ambrosiast. al.— 
Ver. 11. Instead of the Receptus réupet, A B D* F G 8* 67** al, Vulg. ms. Or. 
(bis vel ter) Bas. Cyr. hieros. Damase. Ir. Ambrosiast. ed. require téuret. Recom- 
mended by Griesb. Received by Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., Alford and Ellicott. Cor- 
rectly. The present only suits ver. 7, according to which the wickedness had 
already begun to work.—Ver. 12. rf adcxig] Elz. Gries. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. 2 and 
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7, Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott read év 79 adcxig, after A D*** E K L 8**** min. pl. 
Copt. Syr. utr. al.,m. Or. (bis) Chrys. Theodoret (semel) Damasc. (semel) al., Cypr. 
Hier. Lachm. ae bracketed év, It is wanting in B D* F G&* min. perm. edd. 
Sahid. Vulg. It. Or. (bis) Hippol. Cyr. utr. Theodoret (alic.), Damasc. Ir. Tert. 
Aug. Ambrosiast. al. Erased by Tisch. 1 and 8. But the addition was most 
natural for a N. T. writer, on account of its agreement with the Hebrew, whilst at 
a later period the parallel member in the first half of the verse might easily have 
been the occasion of its omission—Ver. 13. az’ apyic] B F G 35, al., Didym. 
Damasc. (comm.) Vulg. Ambr. Pel. read azapy#v. So Lachm. and Tisch. 1. Not 
only do A D E K 48, almost all min., many vers. and Fathers attest the reading 
of the Receptus ax’ apyfc, but Paul could not possibly have written azapyjv, as 
the Thessalonians were not the first who became believers, either generally or 


wanting in A B D* E* F GX, min. mult. Syr. utr. Arm. Vulg. It. Chrys. Oec. 
Ambrosiast. al., and is a supplementary addition —Instead of épy Kai Adyw, Elz. 

and Matth. have Adyw kai éoyw. Against decisive testimony (A B D E L®&, min. 
mult. Copt. Aeth Syr. p. Slav. ms. Vulg. It. Chrys. Theophyl. Tieedorsk Oee. 
Ambrosiast. Vigil. al.). 


Vv. 1-12. [On vv. 1 ff., see Note LV. pages 541, 542.] Dogmatic portion of the 
Epistle. Information, by way of correction concerning the commence- 
ment of the advent. The day of the Lord is not yet. It will only then 
occur when Antichrist, whom now a preventing power hinders from 
appearing, will be manifested." 

Ver. 1. ’Epotéuev dé] passing from what the apostle prays for the 
Thessalonians (. 11, 12) to what he requires of them. On éperar, 
see on 1 Thess. iv. 1. [LV a.]—adeAgoi] an affectionate and winning ad- 
dress.—irép] is in the Vulgate”? understood as a form of adjuration (per 
adventum); and then the meaning attributed to it is either: si vobis dies 
ille tremendus est . . . obtestor vos per illum (Zwingli), or: si vobis animo 
carus est adventus domini, si desiderabile est vobis ad ipsum dominum 


1See on vv. 1-12, Noesselt, Opuse. ad inter- 
pretationem sacrarum scriptur. fascic. I1., Hal. 
1787, p. 257 ff.; Seger, Diss. philol. ad locum 2 
Thess, ii. 1-12, Hal. 1791; Tyehsen in Henke’s 
Magazin f. Religionsphilos., Exeges. und Kirch- 
engesch. vol. VI., Helmst. 1796, p. 171 ff. ; Storr, 
Opuse. acad, vol. IIL, Tub. 1803, p. 323 ff; 
Nitasch, De revelatione religionis externa eadem- 
que publica, Lips. 1808, p. 223 ff. ; Heydenreich 
in the Newe Krit. Journal des theol. Litera- 


p. 420 ff.; v. Déllinger, Christenthum u. Kirche 
in der Zeit der Grundlegung, Regensb. 1860, p. 
277 ff, 422 ff; Luthardt, die Lehre von den 
‘letzten Dingen, Leipz. 1861, p. 145 ff.; J. Arm- 
strong, The Apocalypse and St. Paul’s prophecy 
of the Man of Sin (2 Thess. IL), critically 
examined and historically illustrated. Dublin, 
1868; Weiss, in d. Theol. Stud. u. Krit., 1869, 1, 
p. 20 ff.; W. Engelhardt, der Antichrist. Eine 
Studie tiber 2 Thess. 2. 1-12; in d. Zeitschr. fiir 


tur, by Winer and Engelhardt, Bd. 8, Sulzb. 
1828; Kern in the Tiibing. Zeitschr. f. theol. 
1839, Part 2, p. 145 ff; Wieseler, Chronologie 
des apost. Zeitalters, Gott, 1848, p. 257 ff.; Baum- 
garten, die Apostelgeschichte oder der E Rntwirks - 
ungsgang dem Kirche von Jerusalem bis Rom., 
2d ed. vol. i, Braunschw. 1859, p. 603 ff.; 
Schneckenburger on the Lehre vom Antichrist. 
Treated of by Ed. Béhmer in the Jahrb. f. 
Deutsche Theol. von Liebner, etc., Gotha 1859, 


d, gesammte luth. Theol. u. Kirche von Delitzsch 
und Guericke. 1877, 1, p. 52 ff; older literature 
in Wolf. 

* As well as by Pelagius, Faber Stapulensis, 
Bugenhagen, Clarius, Erasmus, Zwingli, Cal- 
vin, Hemming, Hunnius, Justinian, Estius, 
Piscator, Balduin, Aretius, Cornelius a Lapide, 
Beza, Fromond., Calixt, Bern. a Piconius, 
Nat. Alexander, and many others, 


CHAP, TI. 1, 2: 593 


colligi, etc. (Hemming), or lastly: quam vere exspectatis domini adventum, 
ete. (Beza). Certainly irép, as elsewhere xpéc, sometimes occurs in pro- 
testations with the genitive; comp. Hom. Il. xxiv. 466 f—Kai pw snip 
marpoc Kai untépog tixduovo Aicoeo nai réxeoc, wa of odv Oyudy dpivyc, Bern- 
hardy, Syntax, p. 244. But (1) such a usage is entirely foreign to the N. 
T. (2) It is hardly conceivable that Paul should have chosen that as an 
object. of adjuration, concerning which he was about to instruct them in 
what follows. Therefore Zeger, Vorstius, Grotius, Hammond, Wolf, 
_ Noesselt, Koppe, Storr, Heydenreich, Flatt, Pelt, Schott, de Wette, Winer 
(p. 359 [E. T. 383]), Baumgarten-Crusius, Wieseler, Bloomfield, Alford, 
Ewald, Bisping, Riggenbach, and others more correctly take izép in the 
sense of xepi, in respect of. Comp. Rom. ix. 27; 2 Cor. i. 8; Passow, A 3; 
Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 244; Kiihner, II. p. 288. Yet this does not prevent 
the maintenance of the special import of the preposition also here. The 
meaning is in the interest of the advent, namely, in order to preserve it 
from everything that is erroneous. When, then, the apostle says: we 
entreat you in the interest of the advent, the meaning of this abbreviated 
form of expression is: we entreat you in the interest of the advent, 
namely, to guard it against all misrepresentations, not to deviate from the 
correct view concerning it.—zapovcia tov xvpiov] here also, as everywhere 
with Paul, is nothing else than the personal coming (return) of Christ at 
the completion of the kingdom of God.—ézowaywy4] points back to 1 
Thess. iv. 17, denoting the act by which all believers are caught up to 
Christ, or gathered together to Him, to be then eternally united to Him, 
following the resurrection and change.—jzér] is placed first in order to 
obtain a more direct contrast to xvpiov.—én’ aitév] wp to Him. Incorrectly 
Grotius, Koppe, Heydenreich, Pelt, Alford, and others, that it is equiva- 
lent to pic abrév. 

Ver. 2. A statement of the object of the whole sentence, ver. 1.—ca2ebe- 
o§a:] from odioc, which is especially used of the sea agitated by a storm 
(comp. Luke xxi. 25), denotes being placed in a state of commotion and 
yacillation. It is spoken both in a natural sense of circumstances in the 
external world (comp. Matt. xi. 7; Acts iv. 31, xvi. 26; Heb. xii. 26, etc.), 
and also transferred to mental conditions (comp. Acts xvii.18). cadevljva 
ad tov vodc is a pregnant construction, including two ideas: to be put in 
a state of mental commotion away from the voic, 7. e. so that the vov¢ goes 
astray, does not attain to its proper function. Comp. Rom. ix.3: dvdJeua 
elvac axd Tov Xprorov.—vorc] is to be taken quite generally. It denotes the 
reasonable, sober, and considerate state of mind, mentis tranquillitas (Turre- 
tin). Others, contrary to the meaning of the word, understand by voi¢ 
the more correct view or conviction, received by the personal instruction 
of the apostle concerning the advent, from which the Thessalonians were 
not to suffer themselves to be removed. So Hemming, Bullinger, Estius, 
Lucius Osiander, Piscator, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Fromond., Bern. 
a Piconius, Nat. Alexander, Moldenhauer, Flatt, Heydenreich, and many 
others; whilst, in an equally erroneous manner, Wolf interprets the 
expression of the “sensus verborum Pauli, de hoc argumento in superiore 
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epistola traditorum.”—) taxéwc] not suddenly. This does not import, 
“so soon after my departure” (Joachim Lange), or so shortly after the 
instructions received from us (Piscator, Calovius, Olshausen, and others), 
but: suddenly, so soon after the matter in question was spoken of—yundé 
Spoeicdai] nor yet be frightened. A new and stronger point, which is more 
definitely described or divided by the following y#re, according to a three- 
fold statement of the cause. See on this distinction between y7dé and’ 
upte, Winer, p. 454 [E. T. 488].—yfre 6a mveiparoc] [LV e¢.] neither by 
inspiration. Falsely-understood prophecies of the O. T. (Krause), or signa 
quasi per spiritum facta (Pelagius), or deceitful revelations by spiritual 
appearances (Ernest Schmid, Schrader), or by dreams (Schrader), are not 
meant; but inspired prophetical discourses, delivered by the members of 
the church in Christian assemblies, and whose contents were falsely given 
out as divine revelations. To understand, with Chrysostom, Bugenhagen, 
Vatablus, Koppe, Storr, Bolten, Heydenreich, and others (Flatt and de 
Wette give the alternative), rvedua as an abstract noun, instead of the 
concrete mvevuarixdc, so that the persons who delivered the inspired dis- 
courses are to be understood, although not without analogy, is yet objection- 
able in itself, and has the want of harmony occasioned by it with the 
following Adyov and éxoroAge against it—wy7jre did Adyov] is by Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius referred to a traditional (falsified) word of Jesus, more specifi- 
cally by Noesselt to the prophecy of Christ in Matt. xxiv., Mark xiii., Luke 
xxi. But if Paul had in view a saying of Christ, he would have indicated 
it (perhaps by pare did Adyov Se xvpiov, or something similar). Others, as 
Michaelis and Tychsen, translate Adéyoc by “reckoning,” and suppose 
that one made a reckoning of the times on the ground of the 
Book of Daniel, and in consequence inferred that the advent of Christ 
was directly at hand. But Adyou by itself certainly does not justify such 
an artificial hypothesis. Lastly, others, in distinction from prophecy 
delivered by inspiration, take Aéyoc in the sense of a calm and didactic 
discourse, whether aiming at conviction or seduction. So, after the 
example of Chrysostom, Oecumenius (da zvdavodoyiac), Theophylact (da 
diWacKariag Coon gov ywoutvyc), Clarius (oratione persuasoria), Zeger (per 
doctrinam viva voce prolatam), Ewald (“by word; that is, by discourse 
and doctrine [didax4, 1 Cor. xiv. 26]; whilst one sought to prove the error 
in a learned manner by a clever discourse, perhaps from the Holy Scrip- 
tures”), Hofmann, Riggenbach, and many others. However, from the 
parallel arrangement in ver. 15, which opposes the true to the false 
expressed in ver. 2, it is evident that dia Adyou and dv émcrodge are closely 
connected ideas, of which the first denotes the oral, and the second the 
written statement. It is accordingly most natural to construe dca Adyov 
not by itself, but to unite d¢ db? judv, as proceeding from us, both with da 
Adyov and with dé? érroAge ; and to understand the first of oral expressions 
which were imputed to the apostle,! and the latter of written expressions 


1But not, as Macknight (comp. also Bloom- _ explains it, of “rwmores de nobis, quasi aliud 
‘field) thinks, of a pretended oral message of nune diceremus, quam antehac diximus.” 
the apostie to his readers; nor, as Grotius 
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which were imputed to him by means of a forged epistle. On the other 
hand, with Erasmus, to refer d¢ d’ judv also to did rvebuaroe is impossi- 
ble; as, although Adyo and éxeroAai may be placed in the category of 
those things which proceed from one absent, yet this. cannot be the case 
with inspired prophetical discourses, as with these the personal presence 
of the speaker was requisite.\—é¢ dv juév] simply denies that such a say- 
ing or letter, containing such an assertion, arose from Paul and his two com- 
panions, or proceeded from them. The apostle accordingly supposes, that as 
there were actually in Thessalonica prophetical announcements (rvevya) 
which had the assertion which follows as their contents, so there were also 
actually present a Aéyoc and an éxicrod# containing the contents here stated. 
Accordingly, it is a completely arbitrary assumption when Kern, p. 149° 
f.; Reuss, Gesch. der heil. Schriften N. T., 4th edit., Braunschw. 1864, p.71; 
Bleek, Hinleit. in d. N. T., Ber. 1862, p. 385 f.; and Hilgenfeld, in d. Ztschr. 
f. wiss. Theol., Halle 1862, p. 249, after the example of Beza (but he not 
decidedly), Hammond, and Krause, refer the éricroA4 to the apostle’s First 
Epistle to the Thessaionians, which was wrongly understood, or, as Hil- 
genfeld thinks, from which an inference suggested by it was drawn.—dc 
bre évéornxev 7 juépa tov Kupiov] [LV d.] as if, or, like as if the day of the 
Lord is already present, or, is even on the point of commencing? (comp. Rom. 
viii. 38; 1 Cor. iii. 22, vii. 26; Gal. 1. 4), gives the contents of the communi- 
cations unsettling and terrifying them. dc placed before ér brings into 
prominence the fact that this notion was completely unfounded and 
purely imaginary. Comp. also 2 Cor. xi. 31, and Winer, p. 574 [E. T. 618]. 
Completely erroneous Hofmann: é¢ ér is equivalent to d¢ édv, 1 Thess. ii. 
7.—When, moreover, the apostle says that these illusions unsettled and 
terrified the Thessalonians, this effect might be produced both on those 
who regarded the advent with longing desire and on those who regarded 
it with fear. For whatis eagerly expected puts a man in a state of excite- 
ment, and if it is something decisive of his fate, into a state of fear, as 
soon as he believes that the moment of its realization has come. 

Vy. 3,4. [See Note LV e-&.] An emphatically-repeated exhortation, 
and the reason of it. 'The readers were by no means to be misled into 
the fancy, that the day of the Lord was now to dawn; for the apostasy 
and the appearance of Antichrist must precede it.—éfararav] does not 
precisely convey the idea of a deceit occurring from wicked intention, 
whilst it may be correctly imagined that nothing evil was seen in the 
mode of deception mentioned in ver. 2—rather it was considered as an 
excusable vehicle for the diffusion of views which were believed to be 
recognized as true; only the idea of delusion, i. e. of being misled into a 
false and incorrect mode of contemplation, is expressed by the verb.— 


1Correctly Theodoret: mapeyyvg toivuy 6 as e& abTod ypaheicay emirroAny mpopéporer, 
Qcios améarodos, pn morevey Tois Aéyovow pyre ei aypadws avrov eipqnévat Aéyotev. 
éveotyxévan Tov THs guvTEAEias KaLpy, Kal Tap- 2 Incorrectly Hoelemann, Die Stellung St. 
avtixa Tov Kipiov éemipavycer Oat, w7TE ei mpoo- Pauli zu der Frage um die Zeit der Wiederkunft 
srovoivro xpnopwseiv Kai mpopynteveww" TOUTO yap Christi, Leipz. 1858, p. 14: “as if the day of 
déyer pyre bua mvevpatos* pyre ei mAagdpevor the Lord was at hand.” 
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When, then, the apostle says, Let no man befool you, it is, similar to a 
form of representation usual to him, in the meaning of suffer yourselves 
to be befooled by no one. Comp. Eph. v. 6; Col. ii. 16, 18.—xara pydéva 
tpérov] not only recapitulates the three modes of misleading mentioned 
in ver. 2 (Bengel, Baumgarten-Crusius), but is an absolute expression, so 
that accordingly it may be supposed that some other mode of deception 
might be employed.—The sentence vv. 3, 4 is grammatically incomplete. 
The finite verb to ére is wanting, which Paul intended to accompany the 
conjunction, but easily forgot as he added to 6 av¥puro¢ rij¢ duaprtiag a 
longer description. It is perfectly clear from the connection that ovx 
évéornxev % juépa tov kvpiov from ver. 2 is to be supplied to ér. In a very 
forced manner Knatchbull attempts to remove the incompleteness of the 
construction by placing a comma after ér, supplying évéoryxev to dre, and 
uniting it with p74 ti... tpérov into one sentence. “Suffer yourselves 
to be deceived by no one that (the day of the Lord is at the door), unless 
first there shall have come,” etc. 'To maintain this meaning évéoryxev 
must necessarily be added to ér. But still more arbitrary is the attempt 
of Storr and Flatt to remove the ellipsis by explaining éay y7 as analo- 
gous (!) to the Hebrew x> DN, in the sense of most certainly, most positively. 
—iri] is to be separated from the preceding by a colon, and does not 
denote indeed (Baumgarten-Crusius), but for.—aroocracia] a later Greek 
form for the older azécraovc.1 The expression is to be left in its absolute- 
ness, not, with Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Augustin (de civitate 
dei, xx. 21), and Bolten, to be taken as abstractum pro concreto, so that 
Antichrist himself is to be understood. But no apostasy in the political 
sense, but entirely religious apostasy—that is, a falling away from God and 
true religion—can have been meant by azocracia. (1) What is said of 
the dv@pwro¢ tij¢ duapriag in direct internal connection with the apostasy, 
(2) the characteristic of the darocrasia, ver. 3, by avouia, ver. 7, and (3) the 
constant biblical usage, constrain us to this view. Comp. LXX. 2 Chron. 
xxixe 19 sierra. 1991 Mace. aisLb ete. Acts sax ei Di ee 
Accordingly, also, Kern’s view (comp. already Aretius and Vorstius) is to 
be rejected as inadmissible, that we are to think of a mizture of political 
and religious apostasy.—Moreover, the apostle speaks of 4 arooracia (with 
the article), and also 6 dvOpwroce rig duapriacg x.7.A., either because the 
readers had already been orally instructed concerning it (comp. ver. 5), or 
because the Old Testament prophets had already foretold the apostasy 
and the appearance of Antichrist. But the apostasy is not the consequence 
of the appearance of Antichrist, so that Paul by xat aroxadvpd# «7.2. goes 
backwards from a statement of its effect to a specification of its author (so 
Pelt and de Wette, appealing to vv. 9, 10); but it precedes the appearance 
of antichrist, so that this is the historical climax of the arooracia, and 
serves for its completion (vv. 7-10)—The apostle considers Antichrist as 
a parallel to Christ; therefore he here speaks of an droxéauwuc (comp. i. 
7), a revelation of what was hitherto concealed, as well as, in ver. 9, of an 


1See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 528. 
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advent of the same. [On vy. 3-12, see Note LX. page 622.]—é dv8pwroe Tit¢ 
éuapriac] the man of sin, i.e. in whom sin is the principal matter, and is, as 
it were, incorporated—who thus forms the climax of wickedness.—é vide 
THC Gnwdsiac] the son of perdition, i.e. who on account of his wickedness 
. falls a prey to perdition. Comp. John xvii. 12. See Winer, p. 223 f. [E. 
T. 238 f.]. Schleusner and Pelt erroneously take the expression as tran- 
sitive: “who will be the cause of perdition to others.” Equally errone- 
ously Theodoret, Oecumenius, and others; also Heydenreich, Schott and 
. Engelhardt: the transitive sense is to be united with the intransitive. 

Ver. 4. '0 avrexeivevoc] is not to be united by zeugma with brepacpsuevoc, 
so that out of éx? révrax.r.A. the dative wavti Aeyouéve OG 7 ceBdopar is to 
be taken (Benson, Koppe, Krause, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Pelt, Bloomfield, 
Hofmann, Riggenbach), but is absolute, in the sense of a substantive—the 
opposer. It has been erroneously maintained by Pelt, that the article 
being only put once necessitates the assumption of a zeugma. But all that 
follows from the single insertion of the article is only that the two state- 
ments, avrixeicfac and ixepaipecta:, must contain something related to each 
other, which is summed up in a common general idea. This general idea is 
extremely evident from what follows. Accordingly, the person of whom 
Paul speaks was designated according to his internal nature by 6 dv3paroc 
Tie duapriac, then characterized according to his ultimate fate by 6 vide ric 
arwAciac, and now—whilst Paul in his delineation takes a step backward 
(comp. ver. 8 and ver. 9)—the mode and manner of his public external appear- 
ance and conduct is described.—But if 6 avtixeivevoc denotes simply and 
absolutely the opposer, the question is asked, whom does he oppose ? Baum- 
garten and Michaelis erroneously answer: the human race; for this inter- 
pretation has no point of contact in the context, and would explain away 
the form so definitely brought before us by Paul by a vague generality. 
De Wette and others more definitely answer: God and Christ. And cer- 
tainly the description that immediately follows shows that the opposer 
opposes himself in the highest degree to God. But this fact does not 
justify such a wide meaning, if another is opposed to it in the context. 
Now the context specially points to the opposer of Christ (thus Heyden- 
reich, Schott, and Kern). For the man of sin stands in the closest and 
strictest parallelism with Christ. He is the forerunner of Christ’s advent, 
and has, as the caricature of Christ, like Him an advent and a manifesta- 
tion: he raises the power of evil, which exalts itself in a hostile manner 
against Christ and His kingdom, to the highest point; his working is 
diametrically the opposite of the working of Christ, and it is Christ's 
appearance which destroys him. Accordingly, the opponent can be none 
other than the Antichrist (6 avrizpiroc, 1 John ii. 18). This Antichrist is 
not the devil himself (Pelagius and others), for he is distinguished from 
him (ver. 9); but according to ver. 9 he is an instrument of the devil.—In 
kai imepaipoqevoc «.r.2. he is further described as he who, in frivolous arro- 
gance, exalts himself above all that is called God. With this description 
the delineation of Antiochus Epiphanes, in Dan. xi. 36, 37, was before the 
mind of the apostle, where it is said: Kai 6 Baowedo Ipubjoerar Kai peyarvv- 
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Ohoerar ext mévra Oedv, kai AaAhoes UrépoyKa ... Kai éxi wavrag Geode Tov marépww 
avrow ob ovvicee .. . Kal éxi mav Ocdv ov ovvfoet, bre ext Tavtag peyadvvOjoerat, 
Comp. Dan. vii. 25: Kat Adyoug mpd¢ tov byorov AaAjoe.—ént mdvtTa Asyouevov 
Ge6v] includes the true God as well as the false gods worshipped by the 
heathen; but Aeyduevov is a natural addition from Christian caution, as 
rdavra Oedy would have been a senseless and indeed blasphemous expres- 
sion for a Christian —) oéBaova] serves for a generalization of the idea 
Gedy. Accordingly the meaning is: or whatever else is an object of adora- 
tion, sc. of divine adoration (= numen).—éore «.r.2.] The arrogant wicked- 
ness of Antichrist proceeds so far that he claims divine adoration for him- 
self—xabicac] intransitive, seats himself; accordingly not abrév (Grotius, 
Koppe, Pelt), but airév is to be written. airéy is placed for the sake of 
emphasis: he, who has lost all reverence for the divine, in whose form he 
wishes to appear.—é vade tod Orci] is not, as Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Calvin, Musculus, Hunnius, Estius, Lucius and Andrew 
Osiander, Aretius, Vorstius, Calixt, Calovius, Wolf, Benson, Moldenhauer, 
Bolten, and others, also Heydenreich, Pelt, Olshausen, Bloomfield, Alford, 
Bisping, and Hilgenfeld (/.c. p. 253) assume, a figurative representation of 
the Christian church, but, on account of the definite expression xa¥icaz, 
cannot be otherwise understood than in its proper sense. But on account 
of the repetition of the article can only one definite temple of one definite 
true God—that is, the temple of Jerusalem—be meant (Grotius, Clericus, 
Schéttgen, Whitby, Kern, de Wette, Wieseler, v. Ddéllinger, Le. p. 282, 
Davidson, Introduction to the study of the N. Test. vol. IL, p. 13)+— 
arodecxvivta éavtdv bre éotiv Osdc] exhibiting himself that heis a god, i. e. 
whilst he not only actually takes possession of the temple of the only true 
God as his own, as a dwelling-place belonging to him, but also publicly 
predicates of himself divine dignity, and accordingly requires to be adored. 
The interpretation of Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, and others, 
also Heydenreich, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, Bisping, and Riggenbach : 
“who shows himself or seeks to show himself as a god by deceitful mira- 
cles” (ver. 9), agrees not with the preceding xafica. 

Ver. 5. Estius: “ Est .. . tacita objurgatio, quasi dicat : quum haec vobis 
praesens dixerim, non debebatis commoveri rumoribus aliquorum dicen- 
tium instare diem domini.”—On xpd¢ iuac] see on 1 Thess, iii. 4—raira] 
namely, the contents of vv. 3,4. To assume, however, a parenthesis from 
ver. 5 to oldare in ver. 6 (so Heinsius) is arbitrary. 

Ver. 6. Td xaréyov] is that which keeps back, that which hinders (rd xwdbov, 
Chrysostom). But it does not denote, as Heinsius thinks (here and in ver. 
7), that which hinders the apostle from speaking freely of Antichrist;? also 
not that which hinders the commencement of the advent of Christ 
(Noack, der Ursprung des Christenthums, Bd. 2, Leipz. 1857, p. 315), but 


1Schrader certainly finds in 6 vaéds a aperte vetat loqui;” and on yer. 7: “ille, qui 
heathen temple; and by the addition rod @eod nune obstat, quo minus aperte loquar.” 
its interior is denoted, the place where the | Heinsius makes the words refer to the apos- 
god had its seat! tle’s fear of offending Nero! 

£“Neque ignoratis, quid sit, quod me nunc 
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that which hinders the appearance of Antichrist. This follows from the 
additional sentence éi¢ 7d «.7.2., in which (1) airéy can only be referred to 
the avipwroc rH¢ duapriac, and (2) droxadngdjvac iv TG éavrod Kap> forms a 
contrast to the idea of keeping back contained in xaréyov. 1d xaréyov is 
therefore, according to its objective side, to be completed by 7 rdv dv8purov 
TH¢ Guapriac katéxov. What, on the other hand, the apostle supposes to be 
the subject of this preventing power can only be explained at the conclu- 
sion of this section.—eic¢ 7d x«.r.A.] not donec, usque dum, but in order that 
(the aim of God in the xaréxew).—év rt éavtod xaipO] in his time, i.e. in the 
time appointed for him by God., More difficult than these determina- 
tions is the solution of the question, In what connection this verse is con- 
joined to the preceding by means of xai viv. Storr, with whom Flatt 
agrees, finds in viv a contrast to é, ver.5. The thought would then be, 
that the advent cannot commence until Antichrist appears, this I have 
told you by word of mouth; but now, after my written declaration (ver. 
38), you know also why the appearance of Antichrist is still delayed, namely, 
by the circumstance that the azocracia must precede his appearance. But 
if Paul had actually wished to have expressed this contrast, he would 
have been obliged to write in ver. 5, dre ratra pév Eri dv xpdc bude éeyov 
tuiv, and in ver. 6, viv dé xat 7rd Karéyov oidare. Related to Storr’s view is 
the interpretation of Kern, with whom Hilgenfeld (i.c. p.247) agrees: 
“That the advent of Christ does not take place until the man of sin be 
revealed, is already known to you: and now, in reference to what the present 
presents to you, ye know also that which hinders.” The same objection is 
decisive against this view. Further, according to Hofmann, who consid- 
ers vv. 5, 6 as “ two halves of one question united with «ai” viv stands not, 
indeed, in opposition to é, ver. 5, but must express “the present in refer- 
ence to that future which was known to the readers,” that they know that 
in the present by which its commencement is still hindered. But the 
temporal viv can never form a contrast to raira in ver. 5; and to assume 
that the words in ver. 6 are still contained in the question in ver. 5 is 
entirely erroneous, because in this case «ai viv x.7.2, could only be consid- 
ered as dependent on 4r:,' but it is not necessary to recall to mind what is 
actually known in the present.—viv is also understood as a particle of 
time, by Whitby, Macknight, Heydenreich, Schrader, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Wieseler, and Bisping, but they do not connect it with 
oidare, but with 7d xaréyov: “and ye know that which at present hinders.” 
But only a grammatical impropriety would be expressed thereby, as kai 
rd viv karéyov would be required. For it is inconceivable that an adverb, 
whose proper place is between the article and the participle, should by a hyper- 
baton be placed first, because it has already in its natural position the same 
emphasis which it would receive by its being placed first. The passages 
appealed to, as ver. 7, 1 Cor. vii. 17, Rom. xii. 3, etc., are not analogous. 
And as little do the temporal particles apr: and 77, ver. 7, decide for this 


1For if in the presumed question, not oidare correspond, kat ov oldate viv 7d Katéxov 
and éAeyor, butoidare and wynwovedere were to would require to have been written, 
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construction. For the emphasis lies not on dpr, but on xaréyov, so that 
aptc might be omitted without injury to the sense; and #d7 is not put in 
exchange for viv, but for év r@ éavrov ‘xa. Likewise viv is understood 
by Schott as a temporal and consecutive particle, but «ai is then taken in the 
sense of also: “For ye know also now (not only have ye learned it at that 
time when I was with you), why the appearance of Antichrist is still 
delayed.” But (1) 1d otv karéyov oidare kai viv would require to have been 
written ; (2) 1d xaréyov must refer to a point formerly already explained ; 
but it is entirely a new point, as in what goes before what hindered the 
appearance of Christ, but not what hindered the appearance of Antichrist, 
was spoken of; (8) lastly, to what an idle, dragging, and trivial addition 
would ver. 6 be degraded! The only correct view is to take cal viv in a 
logical sense, but not, with Koppe and Krause, as an inferential particle 
(“ and accordingly ”’), but with de Wette, Alford, Ewald, and Ellicott, as a 
particle of transition to a new communication: and now, comp. Acts vii. 34, 
x. 5, xiii. 11, xx. 25, ete.; Hartung, Partikellehre, II. p. 26. Accordingly, 
the emphasis does not lie on viv, but on xaréyov. The meaning is: and 
now—to pass onto a further point—ye know what hindereth, namely, wherein 
it consists, and why the appearance of Antichrist is still prevented, that 
it should be revealed in its appointed time, marked out by God. The 
Thessalonians knew this point from the apostle’s oral instructions, so that 
they required only to be reminded of it. 

Ver. 71 An explanatory justification of ei¢ rd aroxaAvgdjvar abrdv év TO 
éavrov kap, but not a parenthesis (Hemming). The mystery of wicked- 
ness is certainly even now active, but Antichrist cannot be manifest until 
the power preventing him be overcome.—wvorjpiov] is contrasted with 
aroxadvgbjva, and #6y with év tO égavrod xarpd. But the chief emphasis of 
the sentence lies on pvorjpiov, which on that account is not only placed 
first, but is besides separated from its further definition rij¢ dvouiac by the 
verb and adverb.? avouia] means lawlessness, then ungodliness or wicked- 
ness generally.—The expression corresponds to drocracia, ver. 3. For the 
dvOpwro¢ THe duaptiag Was mentioned in ver. 8 as the historical crown of 
the arooracia; whilst here, in like manner, dvouéa appears as its forerun- 
ner (757). The genitive rij¢ avopiag is not a genitive of the working cause— 
wickedness, which lays its concealed snares (Theodoret), or which works 
under the appearance of good intentions, but uses secret unworthy means 
for its object (Flatt); or the plan of ungodliness (Baumgarten-Crusius) ; 
or the secret counsel of the supernatural power of darkness (kar évépyevav rod 
carava, ver. 9), which is placed in parallelism with God’s eternal counsel 
or pvorfpiov in reference to Christ and His kingdom (Kern); but is the 
genitive of apposition. But neither is Antichrist himself meant, who, as 
Christ, because God manifest in the flesh, is called in 1 Tim. iii. 16: 7d rie 
evoeBeiag pvorhpiov, is likewise named 1d pvarhpiov tie avouiac, because he is 


1Comp. C. Th. Beyer, de xaréxovrt rv avo- Programm), 1861. 
piav, 2 Thess, ii. 7, commentatio, Lips. 1824.— 2Comp. Gal. ii. 6,9; Arrian, Exp. Al. i. 7.16: 
J. Grimm, the xaréxwv of the Second Epistle cai edpéoOar ovyyveounv TO TAGE TOV OnBaiwy 
to the Thessalonians (Regensburger Lyceal- _rijs awootacews. 
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an incarnation of the devil (Olshausen); nor is zvorfpiov a mere intensifi- 
cation of the idea avouia, so that a hitherto unheard of, unexampled godless- 
ness was designated (Krebs, Hofmann, comp. also Heydenreich, p. 41, 
and Schott, p. 22)! Rather, taking into consideration the emphatic anti- 
thesis which pvorgpcov forms to axoxadAvoOjva:, the natural meaning of the 
words can only be the mystery of wickedness, i. e. wickedness in so far as it 
is still a mystery, something concealed, not yet publicly brought to light. 
Paul thinks on the detached traces of wickedness, recognizable in their 
true import only to a few as to himself, which already appeared, but 
which only at a later period-will concentrate themselves, and reach their 
climax in Antichrist—évepyeirac] is not passive, as Estius, Grotius, Kypke, 
Nosselt, Storr, Schott, Bloomfield, and others assume, but middle, is active, 
begins to bestir itself or to develop its activity. The subject of évepyeirac is 76 
pvorppiov, not Antichrist, as Zeger thinks—yévov] is still by Heinsius? and 
Kypke connected with the preceding, and separated from what follows by 
a comma. Erroneously, as pévoy is irreconcilable with #6, in the same 
clause. But also uévov does not begin a protasis to which «al rére, ver. 8, 
introduces the apodosis (Koppe). Rather a comma is to be put after 
avouiac, and a colon after yévyra:. Accordingly ver. 7 is divided into two 
halves, of which the first forms a concession, and the second a limitation. 
The meaning is: as a mystery wickedness certainly works even now, only, 
before Antichrist can be manifested, we must wait until, ete—éwc] until that, 
should properly stand before 6 xatéyuov; but it is placed after, in order to 
bring forward more emphatically 6 xaréyov as the chief idea. Comp. Gal. 
li. 10: pévov tov xrwxav iva prqnpovebwpev. See Winer, p. 511 f. [E. T. 550]. ; 
Erroneously Tychsen: the construction is “somewhat distorted;” it 
should have been pévoy 6 xatéxwv éwc aprt. Others, equally erroneously, 
assume that for the completion of the sentence an additional verb is to 
be taken from the participle éxaréyov. Thus, in conformity with the Vul- 
gate (tantum ut qui tenet nunc, teneat, donec de medio fiat), Nicolas de 
Lyra, Erasmus, Zwingli, Zeger, Camerarius, Estius, Lucius and Andrew 
Osiander, Balduin, Menochius, Cornelius a Lapide, and others, who sup- 
ply xareyétw; Jac. Cappellus, Beza, Calixt, Joachim Lange, Whitby, who 
supply «afézec; Bengel, Storr, Pelt, who supply xaréye. Not less arbitra- 
rily do Knatchbull, Benson, and Baumgarten proceed, who would add 
éoriv after yévov. For not the mere copula éoriv, but the emphatic and inde- 
pendent éorw, Would warrant the sense assumed by them; but a word 
which has the emphasis cannot be left out.—é xatéyov] must be essentially 
the same as what was designated in ver. 6 by the neuter 70 xatéxov. For 
the same function is ascribed to both, whilst in a similar manner as 70 xaré- 
yov formerly, so now also 6 xaréywv (comp. ver. 8) appears as that by which 
the droxé2mc of Antichrist is still delayed. The restraining power, on 
which Paul thought, must accordingly have been so constituted that it 


2For this meaning an appeal is made to 2Heinsius. finds the thought expressed: 
Joseph. de bello Jud. i. 24.1: Kai row ’Avri- what was only begun in the time of Nero, 
métpov Biov ovx av audpto tts eimwy Kaxias Antichrist will at a later period bring toa 
puoThptoy. conclusion. 
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can be brought under a twofold form of description, and be represented 
both asa thing and as a person. To make 6 xaréywv denote the ruling power 

(qui obtinet, i.e. rerum potitur, Beza, and so also Whitby, N oesselt, and 
others) is as contrary to the context as it would be to supply fidem as an 
accusative to it (Nicolas de Lyra: “qui tenet nunc fidem catholicam, teneat 
eam firmiter”’), or fidem atque caritatem (Zeger), or Christum et veram 
ejus religionem (Estius), or Christi adventum (Vatablus), or tv dvouiav 
(Flatt, Heydenreich, Schott), and the like.—apr:] is closely connected with 
é xaréyov, and brings specially forward the reference already contained in 
the present participle to the immediate present time of the writer. Schott, 
after Flatt and Pelt, thinks that if apr: is to be limited to the time of the 
speaker, it is not suitable to the view of the apostle (see on 1 Thess. iv. 
15); that it may accordingly be understood generally: “tempus efficient- 
jae tov xaréyovroc Opportunum, quod porro elapsurum sit ad initium usge 
temporis illi oppositi i.e. donec, remoto r@ xaréyovrt, palam sit proditura 
} aroortacia,.” —ék uéoov yiveobac] is not necessarily to be considered of death 
or violence (Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius). It can denote any removal 
or being taken out of the way, however it may happen.' The opposite 
of éx péoov yiveoba or aipecba: is év puéow elvat, to be in the way, or to be 
obstructive.” 

Ver. 8. What was left to the readers themselves to supply to pévov, 
ver. 7, from the conclusion of ver. 6, is now, in its essence, although in an 
altered form, expressly indicated by xai rére aroxadv@djoerar 6 dvouoc.—xal 
tore] and then, namely, as soon as the xaréyor is taken out of the way. 
The emphasis is on «ai rére, not on 6 dvouo¢ (Grotius), nor on aroKxadugdjoe- 
ta—0d dvouoc] the lawless one, is not a different person from dvdpwro¢ rie 
duaptiac (Grotius), but identical with him. For xai rére aroxadepSjoera 
points back to pévor, ver. 7, and by this to aroxatvgdjvac abrév, ver. 6. The 
expression dvouia, just used, afforded the easily explained occasion for 
calling Antichrist évouoc.—With the relative sentence bv 6 xbpiog . . . mapov- 
giag aitov (which is incorrectly enclosed in a parenthesis by Benson, 
Moldenhauer, Schott, and Kern) the apostle immediately adds the ultimate 
Jate which Antichrist has to expect. That Paul so directly passes over 
to this, although he has it yet in view to speak of the working of Anti- 
christ before his destruction (comp. vy. 9, 10), is an involuntary impulse of 
his Christian heart which causes him immediately to resolve the horror 
which the announcement of such an event as the aroxéAvyuc rod dvduov has 
into comfort and consolation, as a discord into harmony, comp. vv. 8, 4.— 
In a soaring and poetical form of expression, the members of which have 
their Hebrew parallels, Paul describes the fate of Antichrist. Not im- 
probably Isa. xi. 4 was present to his mind, where it is declared of the 
promised Deliverer of the seed of Jesse: nat rardtec yay 1 Ady Tov oréuarog 
avtov, kal év mvebuate did yeldbwv dvedei ace 3j.—avaricxev] to consume, to 


1Comp. 1 Cor. y. 2; Col. ii. 14; Plutarch, 
Timol. p. 238: éyvw giv ad’ éavrov éx pécov 
yevomevos. 

2Comp. Xenoph. Oyrop, y. 2. 26: cai apddp" 


Gy el my ye Sivawro cupuitar. Ti 8 év Béow, 
éhy, ori Tod cuppigar; "Agovpior, Epacay, To 
avro €Ovos, Sv obmep viv mopevy. 
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destroy.—r6 mvetuatt Tov oTduatoc avrov] describes the power and irresistible 
might of the reappearing Christ, the breath of whose mouth suftices to bring 
His opponents to nothing. More definite interpretations, as the sentence 
of condemnation’ or a command or address’ are to be rejected; for they 
destroy or weaken the picturesque directness and strength of the figure.— 
xatapyetv | to overthrow, to annihilate. On account of Rev. xix. 20, Calovius 
and Olshausen interpret the verb of a mere “rendering inefficient,” 
depriving Antichrist of his influence; but the parallel avatécec decides 
against this meaning, and a comparison of the Pauline form of expression 
with that of the Apocalypse is useless labor.—rq éxidavela THe mapovoiac 
aitov] by the appearance of His presence.~ The majestic brightness of the 
advent is not described by éxiddvecat also rapovoia and éxidavera are not to be 
distinguished, as Olshausen strangely thinks, as objective and subjective, i. e. 
as “the actual fact of the appearance of Christ,” and “the contemplation 
of it on the part of man, the consciousness of His presence;” but the 
placing the two together has the same design as formerly, 16 mvetyarte rob 
oréuarog avrov, namely, vividly to represent the power of Christ, inasmuch 
as the mere advent of His presence suffices to annihilate His adversaries. 
Comp. Bengel : “ apparitio adventus ipso adventu prior est, vel certe prima 
ipsius adventus emicatio, uti ériddvewa tij¢ tuépac.” 

Vv. 9, 10. The apostle has in ver. 8 not only said when Antichrist will 
appear, but he has also immediately added what fate awaits him. He now 
goes backward in point of time, whilst in addition he describes the char- 
acter of the working which Antichrist will develope before his destruction, 
brought about by the appearance of Christ—oi] sc. rod avéuov. Parallel 
with év, ver. 8—éoriv] the present describes the certainty of the coming in 
the future. See Winer, p. 249 [E. T. 265]. Incorrectly Koppe, itimports: 
“jam agit et mox apertius majoreque cum vi aget.”—xar’ évépyeay tov 
satava] does not belong as an independent statement to éoriv (so Hofm. as. 
before him already Georgii, in Zeller’s theol. Jahrb. 1845, 1, p. 8, who gives 
the meaning that the act of the appearing of the dvoyo¢ will itself be a 
work of Satan; Engelhardt), but is a subsidiary statement to the principal 
clause éoriv év «.7.2., assigning the reason of it. It does not import “after 
the example of the working of the devil” (similiier ac si satanas ageret, 
Michaelis), but in conformity with it, that an évépyeca tov caravé is its char- 
acteristic, that is, that the devil works in and through him.—elva tv tiwi] to 
consist in something, to prove or make itself known in something. Against 
Hofmann, who arbitrarily denies this use of the phrase, comp. Winer, p. 
361 [E. T. 386].—dvvauer kai onueiowg Kai répacw] a rhetorical enumeration, 
as in Acts ii. 2, for the exhaustion of the idea. But as doy (see Winer, p. 


~1 Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide. 

2Theodoret: 6¢ygerat mwovov; Theodore 
Mopsuestia, ed. Fritzsche, p. 148: mévoy ém- 
Bojoas...TovTo yap Aéyer TO TH mvEvpaTe TOD 
orémaros avrov avTi ToD TH Pwr], avd TOD map’ 
Hpiv adtd cipyxds, érerdy Hucis TO mvevpate 
guvepyd KexpyueOa mpos Thy évapOpoy Aadtav. 
- 8Comp. moreover, Eurip. Med. 588: & yap 


oty Krevel o” Eros. 

4Musculus, Hemming, Bullinger, Heinsius, 
Andrew Osiander, Cornelius a Lapide, Eras- 
mus Schmid, Calixt, Clericus, Bernard a 
Piconius, Sebastian Schmid, Schoettgen, Tur- 
retin, Whitby, Benson, Macknight, Koppe, 
Krause, Bolten, Heydenreich, Pelt, Schott, 
Kern, Wieseler, and others. 
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490 [E. T. 527]), so also *pebdovc] belongs to all three substantives. The 
genitive may import: in every kind of power, and in all signs and won- 
ders whose nature is falsehood, or which proceed from falsehood, or which 
lead to falsehood, whose aim is falsehood. The last meaning is, with 
Aretius, de Wette, Ellicott, and others, to be preferred, as Antichrist is 
indeed the first to bring evil to its climax.—yeidoc] falsehood, belongs to 
the essential nature of the devil (comp. John viii. 44). It represents evil 
as the counterpart of divine truth (the aa#vea). 

Ver. 10. Kad év don amdry adixiac] and in every deceit which leads to or 
advances unrighteousness, i.e. ungodliness (Estius, Aretius, Grotius, de 
Wette, and others).—But this energetic working of Antichrist by no means 
describes his power as irresistible; only the aroAAtwevo. succumb under 
it. roi¢ aroAAvuévoic] is dativus incommodi, and belongs not only to év xdoq 
axdry adcxiac (Heydenreich, Flatt, Hofmann), but to the whole sentence 
from yer. 9 onwards.—oi aroAAtuevor} are they who perish, who fall into eter- 
nal arédeca (comp. 1 Cor. i. 18; 2 Cor. ii. 15, xiv: 3), and the present par- 
ticiple characterizes this future fate as already decided. Comp. Bern- 
hardy, Syntax, p. 371. But the addition av@ dy «.r.2. denotes that this was 
occasioned by their own fault—av? dv tiv ayarny tig adnSelac obx édéEavTo] in 
requital for this,’ that they have not received in themselves the love of the truth. 
To interpret, with Bolten: tv ayaryy tij¢ aAnSeiac, “the lovable and true 
religion,” is naturally as impossible as, with Chrysostom, Theodoret,’ 
Oecumenius, and Theophylact, to find therein a circumlocution for Christ 
Himself. 7 adj@eca denotes moral and religious truth generally, not, as is 
usually supposed, Christian truth specially. Thus every objection which 
Kern (p. 212) takes to it vanishes, that tv ayarny tie dAnbeiac ovx édéEavto 
was written instead of the simple r)v aAfOevay obk édéFav7o. For in a simi- 
lar manner, as the apostle in Gal. v. 5, instead of the simple dixacocivav 
arexdeyoueda, Which one would expect, put the apparently strange éArida 
dSixatoobung arexdexoueda, but did so designedly, in order to oppose to the 
arrogant feeling of the legally righteous the humble feeling of the true 
Christian; so here the expression rv aydryv ric GAnbelac ovK &déEavTo is 
designedly chosen to bring forward the high degree of guilt. Not only have 
they not received the Christian truth presented to them; for it might be 
still conceivable that they highly esteemed the truth itself and felt themselves 
drawn to it, although in consequence of spiritual blindness they had not 
known and recognized Christianity as an embodiment and full expression 
of the truth ; but they have not even received into their hearts the love of 
the truth under whatever form it may be presented to them; they have . 
rendered themselves entirely unsusceptible of the truth, they have hardened 
themselves against it.—ei¢ 7d owbjvac abrotbe] in order that they might be saved, 
brings still more prominently forward this hardness. They ought to have 
received that dydry ry¢ aAmGeiac, to the end that they might receive owrypia, 


1 Theodoret: Ob yap mavrwy Kparioer, dAAa LXX. 1 Kings xi. 11; Joel iii. 5; Xen. Anab. 
Tav amwacias akiwv, ot Kat Sixa rhs TovTov i. 3. 4, ibid. v. 5. 14. 
mapovalas spas av’Tovs THs gwrnpias éorépynoav. 


SAydrnv adnOeias tov Kupiov KéxAukev, & 
2Comp. Luke i. 20, xix. 44; Acts xii. 23; : Suess 
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eternal salvation. But the attainment of such an end did not trouble them, 
was something indifferent to them. 

Ver. 11. Kai dca roiro] and on this account, refers to dv dv rv aydarny Tie 
GAnfeiac ovx édéEavro, ver. 10, and xaé serves to bring forward the reciprocal 
relation between cause and effect—zéurew airoic 6 Orde] the present is 
chosen, because according to ver.7 the beginnings of lawlessness even now 
appeared. But the verbal idea is not! to be weakened into the idea of the 
divine permission, but must be taken in its proper sense. For according to 
the Pauline view it isa holy ordinance of God that the wicked by their 
wickedness should lose themselves always the more in wickedness, and 
thus sin is punished by sin. But what_is an ordinance of God is also 
accomplished by God Himself. See Meyer on Rom. i. 24.—évépyevav rAdvyc] 
active power of seduction. On x2évy, see on 1 Thess. ii. 3.—eic 7d miorevoa 
x.7.2.] not a statement of the consequence (Macknight and others), but of 
the design of God. In a forced manner, Hofmann: ei¢ 78 rorevoa belongs 
to évépyecav. 

Ver. 12. Iva] dependent on ei¢ rd moretoa x.7.4.,not on réuret, as Hof- 
mann thinks. <A statement of the further or higher design.—iva xpiior] in 
order that they may be judged, 7. e. according to the context, condemned.— 
The truth is the Christian truth, and the unbelief, shown against it, is the 
consequence of the love for the truth in general being wanting (ver. 10). 


CONCLUDING REMARKS ON CHAP. II. 1-12. 


The apocalyptic teaching of the apostle in chap. ii. 1-12 has occupied 
Christians of all times, and has been very variously interpreted. A chief 
distinction in the interpretations consists in this, that this Pauline pre- 
diction may be considered either as that which will be fulfilled in the 
near or more distant future, or as having already received its fulfillment. 

I. The Church Fathers belong to the repxesentatives of the first view 
(Irenaeus, adv. haer. v. 25, 29, 30; Tertullian, de resur. carn. c. 24; Chry- 
sostom in loco; Cyril. Hierosolym. Catech. 15; Augustine, de civil, dei, 
xx. 19; Theodoret in loco, and epit. decret. div. c. 23 ; Theodorus Mopsues- 
tius, ant others). They correctly agree in soadidénine that by the advent 
(vy. 1, 8), or the day of the Lord (ver. 2), is to be understood the personal 
advent of Christ for the last judgment and for the completion of the Messianic 
kingdom. Also it is correctly regarded as proved, that the Antichrist here 
described is to be considered as an individual person, in whom sin will 
embody itself. Yet Augustin already remarks, that “nonnulli non ipsum 
principem, sed universum quodam modo corpus ejus i. e. ad eum perti- 


1 With Theodoret, John Damascenus, Theo- Justinian, Wolf, Turretin, Whitby, Molden- 
dore Mopsuestius, p. 148, Oecumenius, Theo- _hauer, Koppe, Heydenreich, Flatt, and others. 
phylact, Pelagius, Nicolas de Lyra, Hunnius, 
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nentem hominum multitudinem simul cum ipso suo principe hoe loco 
intelligi Antichristum volunt.” The restraining power by which the 
appearance of Antichrist is delayed, is usually considered to be the con- 
tinuance of the Roman Empire (rd xaréyov) and its representative the 
Roman emperor (6 xatéywv). Some, however, as Theodorus Mopsuestius 
and Theodoret, understand by it rod Oeod rdv bpov, i.e. more exactly, the 
counsel of God to keep back the appearance of Antichrist wntil the gospel 
is proclaimed throughout the earth. This latter interpretation is cer- 
tainly unsuitable enough. For although the difference of gender 10 karé- 
yov and 6 xaréyov may be to distinguish God’s counsel and God Himself, 
yet é« péoov yivecbac.is not reconcilable with the masculine 6 karéyov. 
Chrysostom chooses a third interpretation, that by the restraining power 
is meant the continuance of the extraordinary gifts of the Spirit. But he 
directly refutes this by the fact that if so, Antichrist must have already 
appeared, as those gifts have long since disappeared in the Christian 
church. The temple of God, in which Antichrist will place himself, is 
referred either to the Christian church (so Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Augustin), the expression being taken figuratively, or to the actual temple 
of Jerusalem (so Irenaeus and Cyril); in which latter case the objection, 
that this temple was already destroyed, is met by the shift that a new 
temple rebuilt in place of the old one by Antichrist is to be thought on. 
Lastly, some, as Chrysostom,'—although in contradiction to the chronol- 
ogy of the Epistle——interpret the prorjpiov rice avouiac, which already 
begins to work, of Nero, the forerunner and type of Antichrist in St. 
Paul’s time; and others, as Theodoret, of the outbreak of heresies. 

The common and grave error in the explanations of the Fathers, by 
means of which they run counter to the Pauline representation, consisted 
in their not doing sufficient justice to the point of nearness of the event 
predicted by Paul. It is incontestable, as the result of correct exegesis, 
that Paul not only considered Antichrist as directly preceding the advent, 
but also regarded the advent as so near, that he himself might then be 
alive. It was natural that the Fathers, as the prophecy of the apostle had 
not been fulfilled in their times, should disregard this point; but they 
held that in this prophecy a picture of the last things, fully correspond- 
ing to the reality in the future, must have been given. They therefore 
satisfied themselves with the consideration that the prediction had already 
begun to be fulfilled in the apostolic times, but that the apostle could not 
possibly give an exact statement of time, as he only says that Antichrist 
will be revealed in his appointed time. 

The view of the Fathers remained in the following ages the prevalent 
one in the Christian church. It was necessary, however partially to 


1Nepwva évraddd hyow, waoavel tirov byTa 2Comp. Augustin, Epist. 80 (Zp. 199, ed. Be- 
rod ’Avtixplarou' Kal yap obros éBovAeTo voui- ned.):... ita sane obscure sunt et mystice 
GecOar @eds. Kai kadds elve 7d pvorrjpiov' ob dicta, ut tamen appareat, eum nihil de statu- 
yap pavepas ws eéxeivos, ode amnpvOpiacnévws. tis dixisse temporibus, nullumque eorum in- 
Ei yap mpd rod xpévov éxeivou avevpéOn, dynoiv,  tervallum spatiumque aperuisse. Ait enim: 
8s ob modd TOD ’AvTixpiorou édeimeTo Kara THy ut reveletur in suo tempore, nec dixit, post 
kaxiay, Ti Oavpacrdr, ei Sy Eorar; ‘ quantum temporis hoe futurum sit. 


CHAP. Ir, 1-12. 607 


change and transform it, the relation of Christianity to the Roman 
state having altered, as the Christian church, instead of being exposed 
to renewed hostilities from the secular power, had obtained the sovereignty 
of the state, and, penetrating larger portions of the world, represented 
itself as the kingdom of God on earth, and an imposing hierarchy 
was placed at its head. Whilst, accordingly, the idea of the advent 
stepped more and more into the background in the church gener- 
ally, and especially with the hierarchy, on the other hand, those who had 
placed themselves in opposition to the hierarchy believed themselves 
obliged to apply to it the description of the apostle, as well as the figures 
in the Apocalypse of St. John. Thus arose—whilst the early view con- 
cerning the rapovola rod kvpiov was held with only the modification that 
its entrance was to be expected in the distant fature—the view, first in the 
eleventh century, that the establishment and growing power of the Papacy is 
to be considered as the Antichrist predicted by Paul. At first this view 
was expressed in the conflict between the emperors and the popes by the 
partisans of the imperial power ; but was then repeated by all those who 
had placed themselves in opposition with the hierarchy, because they 
wished, instead of the rigid ecclesiastical power, a freer spirit of Christian- 
ity to rule; thus by the Waldenses, the Albigenses, and the followers of 
Wickliffe and Huss. The empire—which was regarded as nothing else 
than a revival and renewal of the old Roman Empire—was considered as 
the restraining power which still delayed the destruction of the Papacy. 
This reference' of Antichrist to the papal hierarchy became specially 
prevalent toward the time of the Reformation, and after that event was 
‘almost regarded as a dogma in the evangelical church. It is found in 
Bugenhagen, Zwingli, Calvin, Victorin Strigel, Hemming, Hunnius, 
Lucius and Andrew Osiander, Camero, Balduin, Aretius, Er. Schmid, 
Beza, Quistorp, Calixt, Calovius, Newton, Wolf, Joachim Lange, Turretin, 
Benson, Beng., Mackn., Zacha., Michaelis, Engelhardt, and others. Accord- 
ingly it is expressed in the Lutheran symbolical books; comp. Articul. 
Smalcald. Il. 4 (ed. Meyer, p. 189 f.): Haec doctrina praeclare ostendit, 
papam esse ipsum verum Antichristum, qui supra et contra Christum sese 
extulit et evexit, quandoquidem Christianos non vult esse salvos sine sua’ 
potestate, quae tamen nihil est, et adeonec ordinata nec mandata est. Hoc 
proprie loquendo est se efferre supra et contra deum, sicut Paulus 2 Thess. 
ii. loquitur.—De pot. et prim. pap. (p. 210) : Constat autem, Romanos ponti- 
fices cum suis membris defendere impiam doctrinam et impios cultus. 
Ac plane notae Antichristi competunt in regnum papae et sua membra, 
Paulus enim ad Thessalonicenses describens Antichristum, vocat eum 
adversarium Christi, extollentem se super omne, quod dicitur aut colitur 
deus, sedentem in templo dei tanquam deum. Also Luther’s powerful 
treatise against the papal bull bore the title: “ Adversus exsecrabilem 
bullam Antichristi.” It was thought that the Papacy would go on more 
‘and more developing what was anti-Christian in it, and that then the last 


iSee against this view, Koppe, Excurs. II. p. 120 ff. 
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judgment would overtake it. The aooracia was the falling away from the 
pure gospel to the traditions of men. The singular 6 dv6paroc rig duapriag 
x.7.2. is to be understood collectively as a series et successio hominum, inas- 
much as the question is concerning an imperium monarchicum which 
remains one and the same, although its temporal head may be changed. 
The godlessness of Antichrist, described in ver. 4, is historically proved 
by the pope placing himself above all human and divine authority, ' the 
words révra Aeyduevov Ocdv x.7.2., in accordance to biblical usage, being 
referred to the princes and great men of the world, and an allusion being 
discovered in céSacua to the Roman imperial title Lefacrde. The objec- 
tion, that there have been pious popes, is removed by the proverb: “a 
potiori fit denominatio.” vad¢ tov Oecd is referred to the Christian church, 
and the xa$ica to the tyrannical power usurped over it. By 7d xaréyov is 
nearly universally understood the Roman Empire, and by 6 xaréyov the 
Roman emperor, for which proof is deduced from history, that the papal 
power sprang from the ruins of the Roman Empire, whilst in reference 
to the continuation of the empire in Germany, it is observed that praeter 
titulum nihil fere remains. The declaration 1d pvarhpiov ibn évepyeitae ti 
avouiac, ver. 7, is considered as justified by the fact that at least the semina 
erroris et ambitionis, which paved the way for the Papacy, were present in 
the time of the apostle; for which Camero appeals to Gal. i., ii., and 
others to other proofs. For an enumeration of tépara webdove, ver. 9, 
relics, transubstantiation, purgatory, etc., afford rich material. The 
annihilation of Antichrist by the rvetua tod oréuaro¢e of the Lord, is under- 
stood to denote the annihilation of his importance in the minds of men 
by the divine word of Scripture being again opened up and diffused in its 
purity by means of the Reformation; whilst the xarapyjoe: rH éxidavela tHe 
mapovola¢ avrod denotes the final and material destruction of Antichrist by 
the coming of Christ to judgment. 

In the presence of such polemics used against them, the Catholics are 
certainly not to be blamed that in retaliation they interpreted arocracia as 
the defection from the Roman church and from the pope, and Antichrist 
as the heretics, especially Luther and the evangelical church. Comp. 
Estius, Fromond., Bern. a Piconio. 

Yet even before the reference of Antichrist to Popery was maintained, 
Mohammed? was already regarded by the divines of the Greek church 
(latterly by Faber Stapulensis and others) as the Antichrist predicted by 
Paul, and in the arooracia was seen the defection of several Oriental and 
Greek churches from Christianity to Mohammedanism. This interpreta- 
tion at least so far exercised an influence on the evangelical church, that 
some of its theologians have assumed a double Antichrist—one Oriental, 


1Engelhardt recently, in the article referred 


to above, p. 60, finds the movement towards the 
final and extreme point, that at last a pope will 
appear who makes himself God, already 
having become manifest in the dogma of 
infallibility. He holds that the significant 
remnant of truth which the Romish Church 


still possesses is veiled in an impenetrable 
cloud of fiction; that there remains in fact 
but a single further step to the last and most 
blasphemous proclamation of the Dogma: 
The Pope is God. 

2 See against this view, Turretin, p. 515 ff. 
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viz. Mohammed and the Turkish power, and the other Western, viz. the 
pope and his power. So Melanchthon, Bucer, Musculus, Bullinger, Pisca- 
tor, and Vorstius. 

Related to this whole method of interpretation is the assumption,} 
made in our own century, that by the apostasy is to be understood the 
enormities of the French Revolution; by Antichrist, Napoleon; and by 
him that restraineth, the continuation of the German Empire—an inter- 
pretation which the extinction of the German Empire in 1806 has already 
condemned. : 

In recent times it has often been considered as objectionable to deter- 
mine exactly the individual traits of the imagery used by Paul. Accord- 
ingly the representation of the apostle has been interpreted in a general, 
ideal, or symbolical sense. To this class of interpreters belongs Koppe, 
according to whom Paul, founding on an old national Jewish oracle, sup- 
ported especially by Daniel, would describe the ungodliness preceding the 
last day, which already worked, but whose full outbreak was only to take 
place after the death of the apostle; so that Paul himself was the xaréyov.? 


See Leutwein, das Thier war und ist nicht, 
und wird wiederkommen aus dem Abgrunde. 
Eine Abhandiung fiir nachdenkende Leser, Lud- 
wigsb. 1825. 

2To prove this view of the xaréxwy by 
Koppe as the correct one by a closer exposi- 
tion, is the object of the above-mentioned 
treatise of Beyer (on II. 7). Also Heyden- 
reich, Schott, and Grimm (Stud. u. Krit. 1850, 
Part 4, p. 790 ff.) so far agree with Koppe, that 
they understand the neuter as the multitude 
of the truly pious and believers (Heyden- 
reich), or as the veri religionis doctores (Schott), 
or as the apostolorum chorus (Grimm). For 
the removal of the objection, that Paul hoped 
to survive the advent, and that accordingly 
€x pécov yiverOar would be unsuitable, Schott 
and Grimm consider it probable that by this 
expression we are to think not on death, but 
on “alia res externa, e.g. captivitas dura.” 
Akin to this interpretation of the caréxwy is 
Wieseler’s view (Chronologie des apost. Zeitalt., 
Gotting. 1848, p. 272 f.), that Paul would denote 
with it the pious in Jerusalem, particularly 
the Christians, or in case xatéxwv necessarily 
denoted an individual, the Apostle James the 
Just. Comp. also Boéhme, de spe messiana 
apostolica, Hal. 1826, p. 30, according to whom 
the apostolic circle are denoted in general, 
and in particular the most prominent mem- 
ber, perhaps the Apostle James. Hofmann 
judges differently upon 710 xaréxov and o 
xaréxwv, Schriftbeweis, Part 1, 2d ed. N6rd- 
ling. 1857, p. 352 f.,and in his h. Schr. WV. Te 
Part 1, p. 318 ff., with whom Baumgarten, l.c. 
p. 609, Luthardt, /.c. p. 159 f., and Riggenbach 
eoincide. According to Hofmann, as through- 


39 


out the whole passage 2 Thess. ii. 5-7 Paul 
refers apparently to the visions of Daniel, he 
must have spoken to the Thessalonians of 
that which hinders the man of sin from com- 
ing sooner than his proper time with refer- 
ence to these prophecies of Daniel. There- 
fore, in agreement. with Daniel, a spiritual 
power is to be thought of which rules in the 
secular world and in the various governments 
inagreement with the divine will, and opposes 
the influences of the spirit of nations and 
kingdoms working contrary to the divine will. 
This power may be designated both as neuter 
and as masculine, as cvpiotys and as Kvpros, 
and the words povov 6 Katéxwv apte Ews ex 
pécov yévntat” Kai TOTe amoxadvpOjceTar Oo 
dvopos are sufficiently similar to those of 
Daniel: 8&3 [1-7 NYP 178) (Dan. 
x. 20), in order to be recognized as a transfer 
of the same to those last times when the 
spiritual power which now preserves the 
earthly commonwealth in agreement with 
the kingdom of God entirely recedes, in order 
that every form of secular power may enter 
which will allow no more place for the church 
of God on earth. Still differently, Ewald, 
Jahrb. der bibl. Wissenschaft, Jahr. 38, Gétt. 
1851, p. 250 f. (comp. Sendschreiben des Ap. 
Paulus, Gott. 1857, p. 27): “ We have here a 
mystery before us which in the early apostolic 
times only believers loved to tallk over and to 
diffuse among themselves, so that Paul may 
have been unwilling to speak openly upon it. 
The appearance of Antichrist was expected 
according to Matt. xxiv. 15 (?), and Paul here 
describes it, only more openly and freely 
than it is there indicated in the prophecy of 
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Similarly Storr (.¢.), who understands by the dv8puro¢ rijc duapriag “ po- 
testas aliqua, deo omnique religioni adversaria, quae penitus incognita et 
futuro demum tempore se proditura sit,” and by the preventing power 
the “ copia hominum verissimo amore inflammatorum in christianam 
religionem.”—Further, Nitzsch (J. ¢.) thinks on the power of atheism first 
come to have public authority, or the contempt of all religion generally. 
Further, the opinion of Pelt is entirely peculiar, who in his Commentary, 
p. 204,! sums up his views in the following words: “ Mihi... adversarius 
illi_principium esse videtur sive vis spiritualis evangelio contraria, quae 
huc usque tamen in Pontificioram Romanorum operibus ac serie luculen- 
tissime sese prodidit, ita tamen, ut omnia etiam mala, quae in ecclesia 
compareant, ad eandem Antichristi évépyecav sint referenda. Ejus vero 
rapovoia, i.e. summum fastigium, quod Christi reditum qué nihil aliud est, 
nisi regni divini victoria, antecedet, futurum adhuc esse videtur, quum 
illud tempus procul etiamnum abesse putemus, ubi omnes terrae incolae 
in eo erunt, ut ad Christi sacra transeant. Karéyov vero cum Theodoreto 
putarim esse dei voluntatem illud Satanae regnum cohibentem, ne erum- 
pat, et, si mediae spectantur causae, apostolorum tempore maxime 
imperii Romani vis, et quovis aevo illa resistentia, quam malis artibus, 
quae religionem subvertere student, privati commodi et honoris augen- 
dorum cupiditas opponere solet.” Pelt thinks that the symptoms of the 
future corruption of the Christian church were already present in the 
apostolic age in the danger of falling away from Christian freedom into 
Jewish legalism, in the mingling of heathenism with Christianity, in the 
false gnosis and asceticism, in the worship of angels, and in the fastus a 
religione Christiana omnino alienus. To the same class belongs Ols- 
hausen,* who considers the Pauline description only as a typical repre- 
sentation of future events. According to him, the chief stress lies on 7d 
pvothpiov 70n évepyeitat tHe avouiac. Antichrist is a union of the individu- 


Christ; but an opinion must have been formed 
in the bosom of the mother church at Jeru- 
salem why Antichrist had not as yet appeared, 
which was imparted only to believers. We 
may, however, pretty nearly guess what it 
was from other signs., If we reflect that, 
according to Rey. xi. 3 ff, Antichrist was not 
to be considered as coming until the two 
martyrs of the old covenant had appeared, 
and their destruction was the true beginning 
of his extreme rage; further, that instead of 
these two assumed martyrs, it was also, or 
rather originally, still more commonly sup- 
posed that only Elijah must return before 
Christ, and accordingly also before Anti- 
christ. Elijah’s return is not actually denied 
in that passage, where this expectation is 
treated of in the freest manner (Matt. xvii. 
11 f., comp. xi, 13 f.), so it is most probable 
that by that which hindereth the appearance 
of Antichrist the coming of Elijah is meant 
(Sendschr. des Ap. Paulus, p, 27: the tarrying 


of Elijah in heaven); and by him who hith- 
erto hindered, and who must he taken out of 
the way before the last atrocious wickedness 
of Antichrist, is meant Elijah himself.” Still 
otherwise Noack (Der Ursprung des Christen- 
thums, vol. IT., Leipz. 1857, p. 313 ff.), who by 
him that hindereth—arbitrarily identifying 
the same with the man of sin—understands 
Simon Magus and his machinations. Still 
differently Jowett, according to whom (after 
the suggestion of Ewald, Jahrb. X., Gott. 
1860, p. 235) To Karéxov is designed to indicate 
the Mosaic law. 


1In only an unessentially modified form 
Pelt has later maintained the same view 
inthe Theolog. Mitarbeiten. Jahrg. 4, Kiel 1841, 
H. 2, p. 114 ff. 


2Comp. Pelt, p.185:... * tenentes, illum 
Christi adventum a Paulo non visibilem hab- - 
itum.” 


5 Bisping follows him in all essential points, 
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ality and spiritual tendency in masses of individuals. The revolt of the 
Jews from the Romans, and the fearful divine punishment in the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, Nero, Mohammed and his spiritual devastating power, 
the development of the Papacy in the Middle Ages, the French Revolu- 
tion of 1789, with the abrogation of Christianity, and the setting up of 
prostitutes on altars for worship, in the external world, as well as the con- 
stantly spreading denial of the fundamentals of all religious truth and 
morality, of the doctrines of God, freedom, and immortality, and like- 
wise the self-deification of the ego in the internal world,—all these phe- 
nomena are the real precursors of Antichrist ;, but they contain only some 
of his characteristics, not all; it is the union of all these characteristics 
which shall make the full Antichrist. The preventing power is to be 
understood of the preponderance of the Christian world in its German 
and Roman constituents over the earth; 7. e. of the whole political condi- 
tion of order, with which, on the one hand, there is the constant repres- 
sion of all axocracia and dvouia, and on the other hand, the continued and 
peaceful development of Christianity. Of this condition the Roman 
Empire, as the strongest and most orderly secular organization which 
history knows, is the natural type. Baumgarten-Crusius is also here to be 
named. According to him, the Pauline prediction contains no new 
teachings peculiar to the apostle, but only representations from the old 
Messianic pictures in the prophets, especially in Daniel. The apostle’s 
design is practical, to make the Thessalonians calmly observant, attentive 
to the times, prepared and strong for the future; the passage has a per- 
manent value in this reference, and in the chief thought that the devel- 
opment and determination of these things can only gradually take place. 
The passage is indeed historical and for the near future, but Paul has no 
definite or personal manifestations, whether present or future, in view, at 
least not in dvrixeizevoc, which he describes as still entirely.concealed; and 
it is even doubtful whether he understood by it an individual person. 
Only 74 xaréyov has a definite reference, but not to a person; on the con- 
trary, the new spirit of Christianity is meant. The difference in gender, 
é xatéywv and 76 xaréyov, is used either only to correspond with dvrieipevoc, 
or Paul thinks on Xpiotd¢ év abroic, Col. i. 27! Lastly, to the same class 
belong Bloomfield and Alford According to the former, the pvorfpiov 


1Comp. also Diisterdieck, die drei johan- 
neischen Briefe, Bd. I., Gdtt. 1852, p. 306: “ John, 
as Paul (2 Thess. ii. 1-12), in conformity to the 
instruction of the Lord, recognizes in the 
powerful errors of the present the signs of an 
approaching decision. The last hour is 
present, the advent isathand. The last hour 
is the concluding period of aimy obtos, the 
period of travail, which continues in an unbroken 
connection from its commencement, the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, even to the end, to which the 
advent directly succeeds.” John has not erred 
in that he soon expected the real commence- 
ment of the crisis, continually carried on 


throughout the whole historical development 
of the kingdom of Christ; for that generation, — 
as our Lord had predicted, survived the 
destruction of the holy city, an event of whose 
importance in the history and judgment of 
the world there can be no doubt. Moreover, 
in reference to 1 Thess. iv. 15 (juets ot Cavres 
«.7.A.), Dusterdieck (l.c. p. 308) recognizes 
that there Paul has shortened the .chrono- 
logical perspective too much; but then he 
thinks, referring to 2 Thess. ii. 1 ff. and Rom. 
xi. 25 ff, that this is an imperfection which 
was gradually overcome in the apostle by the 
moral development of his life in God, and 
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ri¢ avouiag is something still continuing ; the prediction of the apostle will 
obtain its complete fulfillment only at the end of time, when only then 
the preventing power—which is most probably to be understood, with 
Theodoret, of the counsel of divine Providence—will be removed. Accord- 
ing to the latter (see Proleg. p. 67 ff.), we stand, though 1800 years later, 
with regard to the dvouoc where the apostle stood ; the day of the Lord not 
present, and not to arrive until the man of sin be manifested ; the neorgpiov 
tie dvoulac still working, and much advanced in his working; the pre- 
venting power not yet taken out of the way. All this points to a state in 
which the dvouéa is working on underground, under the surface of things, 
gaining an expansion and power, although still hidden and unconcen- 
trated. It has already partially embodied itself in Popery, in Nero and 
every Christian persecutor, in Mohammed and Napoleon, in Mormonism, 
and such like. The xatéyov and the xaréywv are to be understood of the 
fabric of human polity and those who rule that polity, by which hitherto all 
outbursts of godlessness have been suppressed and hindered in their 
course and devastations. 

It is evident that all these explanations are arbitrary. The Pauline 
description is so definitely and sharply marked, and has for its whole 
compass so much the idea of nearness for its supposition, that it can by no 
means be taken generally, and in this manner explained away. 

II. Others have regarded the apocalyptic instruction of the apostle as a 
prophecy already fulfilled. Thus Grotius, Wetstein, Hammond, Clericus, 
Whitby, Schoettgen, Noesselt, Krause, and Harduin! The reference of 
the rapovoia tov xrpiov to the coming of the Lord in judgment at the 
destruction of Jerusalem, is common to all these writers. In reference to 


the other chief points of the Pauline representation they differ as 
follows :— 


Grotius? understands by Antichrist the Emperor Caius Caligula, notor- 


that it was changed for the real truth. But it 
is assumed, without right, that an entirely 
different view of things lies at the foundation 
of the section 2 Thess. ii. 1-12 than of the 
section 1 Thess. iv. 13 ff, as the Second 
Epistle to the Thessalonians was written only 
afew months after the First; and besides, 2 
Thess. ii. 5 points to the agreement of the 
written explanations there given with the oral 
instructions to the Thessalonians given even 
previously to the First Epistle. Further on, 
Disterdieck (p. 330) concedes that because 
Paul in 1 Thess. iv. 13 ff. has abbreviated the 
interval to the advent, he was also in 2 Thess. 
ii. 1 ff. constrained to represent the personal 
appearance of the opponent incorrectly in 
point of chronology. 

1 What is necessary to be said on Kern’s 
view has already been observed in the Intro- 
duction, sec. 3. Déllinger (1. ¢.), who like 
Kern understands by Antichrist Nero, thinks, 
however, that with this assumption the 


authenticity of the Epistle, and even its com- 
position in the year 53, are perfectly recon- 
cilable. According to Déllinger, the pro- 
phecy in all its essentials was fulfilled close 
upon the apostle’s days, although a partial 
fulfillment at the end of time is not excluded 
by this assumption. Already Paul has recog- 
nized the youthful Nero as the future Anti- 
christ, whose public appearance was already 
prepared, but was yet prevented by Claudius 
as the then possessor of the imperial throne. 
The coming of Christ is His coming to exe- 
cute judgment on Jerusalem. Nero, although 
he personally undertook nothing against the 
temple of Jerusalem yet entrusted Vespasian 
with the guidance of the war, and accord- 
ingly brought—certainly only after his death 
—the abomination of desolation into the 
holy city. Lastly, the apostasy is the being 
led astray into the false doctrines of the 
Gnosties. 


2See against him, Turretin, p. 483 ff. 
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ious for his ungodliness, who, according to Suetonius, Caligul. xxii. 33, 
ordered universal supplication to himself as the supreme God, and accord- 
ing to Joseph. Antig. xviii. 8, and Philo, legat. ad Caj. p. 1022, wished to 
set up his colossal statue in the temple of Jerusalem ; by the karéyov, L. 
Vitellius, the proconsul of Syria and Judea, who dissuaded from the erec- 
tion of the statue; and by the dvoyoc, Simon Magus.—This opinion is suffi- 
ciently contradicted, partly by the impossibility of distinguishing the 
dvouoc from arbpwrog tij¢ duaptiac as a separate person, and partly by its 
incongruity with the period of the composition of the Epistle. See sec. 2 
of the Introduction. 

According to Wetstein, the avtpuro¢ ti¢ duapriac is Titus, whose army, 
according to Joseph. de bello Jud. vi. 6. 1, brought idols into the captured 
temple of Jerusalem, sacrificed there, and saluted Titus as imperator. 
The Katéxuv is Nero, whose death must precede the rule of Titus; and the 
arooracia is the rebellion and murder of Galba, Otho, and Vitellius. But 
how can Titus, the ornament of the Roman emperors, pass for Antichrist ; 
and Nero, that monster in human form, the power which hinders the out- 
burst of Antichrist? 

Hammond’ understands by the man of sin Simon Magus and the Gnos- 
tics, whose head he was. The éxovvaywy7 én’ airév, ver. 1, is the “major 
libertas coeundi in ecclesiasticos coetus ad colendum Christum;” the 
arooracia is the falling away of Christians to the Gnostics (1 Tim. iv. 1); 
aroxa/vgbjvar denotes the casting off the mask of Christianity ; ver. 4 refers 
to the fact that Simon Magus “se dictitaret summum patrem omnium 
rerum, et qui ipsum Judaeorum deum creaverat.” To xaréyov ig the cir- 
cumstance that the apostles and orthodox Christians still preserved union 
with the Jews, and had not yet turned themselves to the Gentiles. The 
neuter xaréyov and the masculine xaréywv are equivalent; or if a distinc- 
tion is to be maintained, 6 xaréyov must be regarded as the same as 6 
vouoc. The pvorgpwv tic avouiac is the “duplicis generis scelera horum 
hominum, libidines nefariae et odium in Christianos.” Ver. 8 refers to 
the contest of Peter and Paul with Simon Magus in Rome, which ended 
in the death of the latter—The exegetical and historical monstrosity of 
this interpretation is at present universally acknowledged. 

The interpretations of Clericus, Whitby, Schoettgen, Noesselt, Krause, 
and Harduin have a greater resemblance between them. 

According to Clericus,’ the apostasy is the rebellion of the Jews against 
the Roman yoke; the man of sin is the rebellious Jews, and especially 
their leader, Simon the son of Giora, of whose atrocities Josephus informs 
us. ac Aeydpevoc Cede «7.2. denotes the government. Td xaréyov is 
whatever hindered the open outbreak of the rebellion, partly the fear of 
the proceres Judaeae gentis, who mistrusted the war because they expected 
no favorable result, partly the fear of the Roman army; 6 xatéxywv on the 
one side “praeses Romanus,” on the other side “gentis proceres, rex 
Agrippa et pontifices plurimi.” The prorfpiov rij¢ avouiag which already 


1Comp. against him, Turretin, p. 493 ff 2See against him, Turretin, p. 601 ff. 
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works consists in the rebellious ambition which conceals itself under the 
pretext of the independence of the Jewish people, yea, under the cloak of 
a careful observance of the Mosaic law, until at length what strives in 
secret is openly manifested. 

Whitby! considers the Jewish people as Antichrist, and finds in the 
apostasy the rebellion against the Romans, or also the falling away from 
the faith; and in the xaréyov the Emperor Claudius, during whose life the 
Jews could not possibly think of a rebellion, as he had shown himself 
favorable to them. 

According to Schoettgen, the Jewish Pharisees and Rabbis are Anti- 
christ. The drooracia is the rebellion excited by them, of the Jews against 
the Romans; rae Aeyduevoc Oedc refers likewise to the rulers; 7d karéxov 
and 6 xaréyev are probably the Christians who by their prayers effected a 
respite from the catastrophe, until, in consequence of a divine oracle, they 
left Jerusalem, and betook themselves to Pella; juvorjpiov tig avopiag 
* denotes ipsa doctrina perversa. 

Noesselt, whom Krause follows, understands Antichrist of the Jewish 
zealots, but interprets the preventing power, as Whitby does, of the Em- 
peror Claudius. 

Lastly, Harduin explains the azooracia of the falling off of the Jews to 
heathenism. He considers the high priest Ananias (Acts xxiii. 2) as the 
avpwrog ti¢ duapriac, and his predecessor in office as the xatéyov, who must 
first be removed by death in order to make place for Ananias. At the 
beginning of his high-priesthood the av@pwroc rc duapriag will appear as a 
deceitful prophet, and be destroyed at the destruction of Jerusalem by 
Titus. 

All these interpretations of the second class avoid, it is true, the com- 
mon error of the interpretations of the first class, as they give due promi- 
nence to the point of the nearness of the catastrophe described by Paul ; 
but, apart from many and strong objections which may be brought against 
each, they are all exposed to this fatal objection, the impossibility of 
understanding the coming of the Lord, mentioned by Paul, of the period 
of the destruction of Jerusalem. 


Tychsen (J.c.) has endeavored to divest the Pauline representation of 
its prophetic character, by assuming that the apostle follows step by step 
the course of an Epistle received from Thessalonica, from which he per- 
ceived that the church had been led astray into the erroneous notion that 
the advent of Christ was already at hand. The apostle cites passages 
from that writing, and adds each time his refutation. For the state- 
ment of this opinion, which only claims attention on account of its 
strangeness, it will be sufficient to give the translation from ver. 3 
and onwards, in which Tychsen (p. 184 f.) sums up the view he has already 
stated at length. It is as follows: “You certainly wrote to me, ‘This day 


1See against him, Turretin, p. 508 ff, 
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cannot come until the great apostasy will occur; when a thoroughly law- 
less and corrupt man will publicly appear, who in hostile pride exalts 
himself above all that man calls divine and honorable, who also intrudes 
even into the temple of God, and gives himself out as a god.’ But do you 
not remember that I, when I was with you, told you something of this? 
and besides, you know what is in the way of that lawless one, so that he 
can only appear in his time, not yet at present. ‘This wickedness,’ you 
say further, ‘even now secretly works.’ Only that hindrance must first 
be removed out of the way! ‘And when this is removed,’ ye think, ‘ the 
wicked one will soon fearlessly show himself.’ Now let him doit! The 
Lord Jesus will annihilate him with His divine power, and destroy him 
by His solemn appearance. ‘When this lawless one comes,’ ye continue, 
“so will his appearance be accompanied by the assistance of Satan with 
deceiving miracles, delusions, and everything which can lead to blas- 
phemy.’ Yet allthis cannot seduce you, but only those unhappy per- 
sons who have no love for true religion, and accordingly are helplessly 
lost by their own fault. God for a punishment to them permitted seducers 
to rise up, that they might believe the lie. A merited punishment for all 
friends of yice who are prepossessed against true doctrine!” 


For a correct judgment of the apocalyptic instruction of the apostle, it 
is firmly to be maintained that Paul could not possibly wish to give a 
representation of the distant future. On the contrary, the events which 
he predicted were for him so near, that he himself even thought that he 
would survive them. He hoped to survive even to the personal return 
of the Lord for judgment and for the completion of His kingdom ; His 
return shall be preceded by the appearance of Antichrist, whom he con- 
sidered not as a collective idea, but as an individual person, and not in 
the political, but in the religious sphere, and specially as a caricature of 
Christ and the culmination of ungodliness; but Antichrist can only 
appear when the preventing power, which at present hinders his appear- 
ance, will be removed. As, now, these circumstances, which Paul thinks 
were to be realized in the immediate future, have not actually taken place, 
so it is completely arbitrary to expect the fulfillment of the prophecy only 
in a distant future ; rather it is to be admitted, that although, as the very 
kernel of Paul’s representation, the perfectly true idea lay at the bottom, 
that the return of the Lord for the completion of the kingdom of God 
was not to be expected until the moral process of the world had reached 
its close by the complete separation of the susceptible and the unsuscept- 
ible, and accordingly also until the opposition to Christ had reached its 
climax, yet Paul was mistaken concerning the nearness of the final catas- 
trophe, and, carried along by his idiosyncrasy, had wished to settle more 
exactly concerning its circumstances and moral conditions than is allotted 
to man in general to know, even although he should be the apostle, the 
most filled with the Spirit of Christ. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 36; Mark xiii. 
82; Acts i. 7—We can thus only determine the meaning and interpreta- 
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tion which Paul himself connected with his prophecy, and how he came 
to the assertion of such a prophecy. It rests on the apocalyptic views of 
the Jews. It was a prevalent opinion of the Jews in the time of Christ, 
that a time of tribulation and travail and an Antichrist were to precede 
the appearance of the Messiah. Comp. Gfrérer, das Jahrhundert des 
Heils, Part 2, p. 256 ff., 800 ff, 405 ff. The description of Antiochus 
Epiphanes in Dan. viii. 23 ff., xi. 36 ff., and the apocalyptic representation 
of Gog and Magog in Ezek. xxxviii. 39, were esteemed as types of Anti- 
christ. From these passages it is further explicable how Paul conceived 
Antichrist as a personality, as an individual. 

Accordingly, it remains only still to determine, for the explication of the 
Pauline prophecy, what is to be understood by the preventing power, 
which still delayed the appearance of Antichrist. Without doubt, the 
Fathers have already correctly recognized by rd karéyov the Roman Em- 
pire, and—in another form of expression for it—by 6 xaréyov the Roman 
emperor, as the representative of the empire. This is the more probable 
as, according to the Book of Daniel, the whole history of the world was 
to fall within the four monarchies of the world, but the fourth was by 
Josephus and others regarded as the Roman Empire, whose impending 
ruin the apostle might not without reason think himself justified in infer- 
ring from many symptoms. 


Ver. 13-ii1. 15. Hortatory portion of the Epistle. 

Vy. 13-17. Exhortation to the readers to hold fast to the Christianity 
delivered to them (ver. 15), grounded on the comfortable fact that they 
belonged not to those who perish, but were fore-ordained by God to salva- 
tion, and called to it by the gospel (vv. 13, 14), and united with a pious 
wish that Christ and God Himself would comfort their minds, and 
strengthen them to all goodness (vv. 16, 17). 

Ver. 18. [On vv. 18-17, see Note LXI. pages 622, 623.] ‘Hyeic dé] but we, 
namely, I, Paul, together with Silvanus and Timotheus, in contrast to the 
persons described in vy. 10-12.—égeiAouev] denotes here, as in i. 13, the 
subjective obligation, an internal impulse.—adeAgod pyarnuévoe id Kupiov] 
comp. 1 Thess. i. 4. The xtpiog here is Christ, because 7 Oe directly pre- 
cedes and 4 Oedé¢ directly follows, consequently another subject was evi- 
dently thought on by the apostle.—ér eidaro tude x...) the material object 
of eiyapioreiv for the purpose of a further statement of the personal 
object epi tudv, that, namely, ete.—alpeioda:] in the sense of divine election 
(Deut. xxvi. 18, vii. 6, 7, x. 15), does not elsewhere occur with Paul. He 
uses éxAéyeodar (Eph. i. 4; 1 Cor. i. 27, 28), or mpoyewdoxeev (Rom. viii. 29, 
xi. 2), or xpoopitew (Rom. viii. 29; Eph. i.11).  aipeio#ac is found in Phil. i. 
22 in the related sense of “to choose between two objects the preferable.” 
—iz’ pyc] from the beginning, é.e. from eternity. Comp. 1 John i.1, ii. 
18. The following forms are analogous: ad rév aléver, Eph. iii. 9; and 
Tov aiévor Kat ard Tov yevedr, Col. i. 26; xpd rdv aidvev, 1 Cor. ii. 7; mpd Kara- 
Podge xéouov, Eph. i. 4; xpd ypdvev aiwviov, 2 Tim. i. 9. Others, as Vorstius 
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and Krause, interpret dz’ dpyfc of the beginning of the publication of the 
gospel, so that the Thessalonians were reckoned as the first who embraced 
the gospel in Macedonia. But this does not suit ei%aro, for the election on 
the part of God belongs to the region of eternity; the calling (ver. 14) is 
its realization in time. Besides, an addition would be necessary to az’ 
apxijc, aS Phil. iv. 15 proves, év apy tod evayyediov. Lastly, the objection of 
Vorstius: “absurdum est, per principium intelligere aeternitatem, quippe 
in qua nullum est principium,” overlooks the fact that a7’ dpyfe is noth- 
ing more than a popular expression.'—ei¢ cwrnpiav] is by Flatt referred to 
salvation in this life, whilst he considers included therein the forgiveness 
of sins, the assurance of God’s peculiar love, and the freedom from the 
dominion of sinful inclinations. Incorrect on this account, because the 
cutypia of the Thessalonians is in undeniable contrast with the condemnation 
of the ungodly (ver. 12), and thus likewise must be referred to the result to 
be expected at the advent of Christ, accordingly must denote eternal sal- 
vation.—év dytacu@ xvetpyaroc Kat xiotet adnbeiac] belongs neither to cerypiav 
alone (Koppe, Flatt, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann, Riggenbach), 
nor to eidaro alone (de Wette), but to the whole idea eiAaro ei¢ owrnpiav, and. 
states the means by which the election, which has taken place to eternal 
salvation, was to be realized.2 To assume, with de Wette, that év is placed 
for cic, and to find the nert aim denoted by év dyacué «.7.1., is unmaintain- 
able. For if cic corypiay and év dy:acup were co-ordinates, then (1) ei¢ 
owrypiay, because the highest aim, would be put not in the first, but in the 
second place; and (2) the sudden transition from a’preposition of motion 
to one of rest would be inexplicable. zveipua is not the spirit of man, to 
which the being sanctified was to be referred (genitive of the object: “by 
the improvement of the spirit,” Koppe, Krause, Schott), but the Holy 
Spirit, from whom the sanctification of the whole man is to proceed, or 
by whom it is to be effected (genitive of origin). Accordingly it is also 
evident wherefore the apostle mentions the belief in the Christian truth 
only after dyaopéc, although otherwise the sanctification of man follows 
only on his reception of the divine word. For Paul considers a twofold 
means of the realization of the divine election—/irst, the influence of the 
Holy Spirit upon man, and secondly, man’s own reception. But the 
former already precedes the latter. 

Ver. 14. Eic 6] to which. Incorrectly, Olshausen: therefore. ic 6 does 
not refer to zisre: (Aretius), also not to év dy:acp@ Kat miores (Estius, Cor- 
nelius a Lapide, Fromond., Nat. Alexander, Moldenhauer, Koppe, Flatt, . 
Schott, Schrader, de Wette, Hofman 1st ed.), still less to the “ electio” and 
the “animus, quo eadem digni evadimus ” (Pelt), or to eiAaro tac 6 Bede, 
as “the historical act of God, through which the readers have become 


1Also Schrader’s assertion, that the author a mistake of the actual use of the preposition 
(the pseudo-Paul) betrays by an’ apxfs ‘that  év narrowing its meaning, Hofmann objects— 
he considered the time when the gospel was and Moller shoud nob have followed him— 
first preached in Thessalonica as already long against the aboye interpretation, that then 
past,” has no meaning according to theabove. the means would. be taken for the act of the 
2In a manner entirely incorrect, and with —_ election itself. 
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partakers of salvation,” (Hofmann 2d ed.) but to ei¢ cwrnpiav év dy:aoup 
«7.2. (Theophylact, Ellicott); whilst to the aim of the election, and to the 
means by which it was to be realized according to God’s eternal counsel, 
is added the actual call of the readers occurring in time. Accordingly, 
eic & is to be completed by ei¢ 7d owbjvar imac dO? dycacyou mvebparog Kal TioTEws 
GAnOeiac.—d1a Toi ebayyediov juav] through our publication of the gospel. Comp. 
1 Thess. i. 5. The historical condition of wiotu.—ei¢ mepuxoinaw dd&q¢ Tov 
xupiov] an appositional resumption of eic¢ cwrypiay, in order further to 
characterize the salvation, whose reception God had predetermined to the 
readers, as an acquisition (see on 1 Thess. v. 9) of the glory which Christ 
possesses. Soin essentials, Pelagius, Musculus, Hunnius, Piscator, Vors- 
tius, Grotius, Wolf, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, Alford, Ewald, Bisping, 
Ellicott, Riggenbach, and others. Less suitably, because weakening the 
force and the important contents of the expression, Luc. Osiander, Ben- 
son, Moldenhauer, and Pelt explain déga rod xvpiov of the glory, of which 
Christ is the source or bestower. Against the reference to God as the sub- 
ject in repiroinow, and to Christ as the receiver of the défa (OQecumenius : 
iva dbEay Tepirorgoy te vig avtov; Theophylact, Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide), 
is the circumstance that although el¢ repuroinow might stand instead of 
et¢ T6. With the infinitive, yet the dative 7 kvpiw judv would require to be 
placed instead of the genitive rod «vpiov judv. Lastly, the passive signifi- 
cation of meperoinoc: “ut essetis gloriosa possessio domini nostri Jesu 
Christi”? (Menochius, Harduin; also Luther: “to the glorious inherit- 
ance,” and Calvin), has against it the weakening of the substantive déén¢ 
into an adjective, and the parallel passage in 1 Thess. v. 9. Besides, the 
context decides against the two last-mentioned views. For the object of vv. 
13, 14 is to bring forward the glory of the lot which is assigned to the 
Thessalonians, in order thereby to lead to the exhortation in ver. 15. 

Ver. 15. “Apa obv] wherefore then, as such an end awaits you.—orhxere] 
stand fast, comp. 1 Thess. iii. 8. The opposite of carev@jva, ver. 2.—xat 
Kpareite tag mapaddcecc] and hold fast to the traditions, instructions in Chris- 
tianity. As «pareiv here (comp. Mark vii. 3), so does xaréyew ra¢ rapadécerg 
stand in 1 Cor. xi. 2.—a¢ édiddyS-rre] See Winer, p. 214 f, [E. T. 229].— cire 
dia Adbyou] whether by oral discourse.—dv éxvorodje] refers to the First Epistle 
to the Thessalonians. ; 

Vv. 16, 17. The apostle rises from his evangelical activity (ver. 15) up 
to Christ, the Lord and Ruler of the Christian church, and concludes with 
the mention of God, who is the final reason and contriver of the Christian 
salvation. The unusual (2 Cor. xiii. 18) naming of Christ first and of 
God second, is sufficiently explained from the fact that Christ is the Medi- 
ator between God and man.—On the union of the two nominatives, Christ 
and God, with a verb in the singular, see on 1 Thess. iii. 11.—é dyarfoac 
juag Kat dove mapa, x.7.A.] a fittingly-selected characteristic, in order to 
mark the confidence with which Paul expects the hearing of his suppli- 
cations.—é ayarfoac juac Kat dobc] refers exclusively to 6 Ocd¢ kat margp 
juOv. Baumgarten-Crusius incorrectly refers only the second participle 
to God, and the first to Christ. But the participle aorist ayarfoac must not 
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be weakened into “ qui nos amat et quovis tempore amayit ” (so Schott, 
after Flatt and Pelt), but refers to the divine proof of love already belong- 
ing to the past,—accomplished, i. e. to the fact by which the love of God to 
mankind is kav’ é&oxfv proved,—to the mission of His Son in order to rescue 
sinners from destruction —xai doi¢] and has thereby communicated to us.— 
rapaxinow| comfort. This is called eternal, not, perhaps, on account of the 
blessings of eternal life which Christians have to expect (Chrysostom, - 
Estius, Vorstius, Grotius, Fromond., and others), but because Christians 
have become the sons of God, and as such are filled with indestructible 
confidence that all things, eyen the severest affliction which may befall 
them, infallibly serves for their good, because God has so ordained, and 
that nothing in the world will be able to separate them from the love of 
God in Christ; comp. Rom. viii. 28,38 f. ‘The opposite of this eternal 
consolation is the fleeting and deceptive consolation of the world (Olsh., 
Ellicott). sapéxAyowe accordingly refers to the present. On the other hand 
(vv. 13, 14), Axic ayafy refers to the blessedness and glory to be expected 
in the future—év xéprrc] in grace, i.e. by means of a gracious appointment, 
belongs not to éAzida, but to the participles. The opposite is man’s 
own merit.—zapaxaiéca] may comfort or calm, refers particularly to the 
disquiet of the readers in reference to the advent (ii. 2).—«a? orypitac] se. 
tuac (see critical remarks), which is in itself evident from the preceding 
tpav.—iv ravi épyw xal 2é6yw ayald| in every good work and word. Grotius 
incorrectly takes it in the sense of éi¢ rav épyov xal wdvta Adyov ayaddv. 
But, with Chrysostom, Calvin, Turretin, Bolten, Flatt;and others, to limit 
dbyoc to teaching is erroneous, on account of the universal zavri and its 
being placed along with gpyw. The apostle rather wishes an establish- 
ment in every good thing, whether manifested in works or in words. 


Notes py AMERICAN EDITOR. 
LEX. Vx. 1 i 


(a) Liinem., in his note on 1 Thess. iv. 1, distinguishes épwrauev as an address 
of a friend to a friend, from 7apakadovyev év Kvpiy as an exhortation in virtue of 
the apostolic office ; and it will be noticed, on examination of the passages in which 
the former verb occurs in the N. T., that it can very commonly be taken in this 
sense. Assuming this to be the sense of the verb here, we easily account for the 
force of irép, as distinguished from zepi: We present to you our friendly request 
or entreaty on behalf of that great event in which the Lord is to consummate His 
work for us—that you should not be led away by any misrepresentation respecting 
it—(b) éxvovvaywyy¢e undoubtedly refers to that meeting with the Lord which is 
spoken of in 1 Thess, iv. 16,17. Whether é7’ airdév is to be insisted upon as 
meaning up to Him, as distinguished from mpd¢ aitdév (so Liinem.), is doubtful— 
(c) That zvetyaroc refers to some prophetic, i. e. supposed prophetic, utterance in 
the presence of the church, can hardly be questioned. That Aéyov may mean 
some word in the way of teaching in the presence of the church, as distinguished 


1The feminine form aiwvia is found only here in the N. T. and in Heb, ix. 12, 
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from prophecy, is possible. But, as we should more naturally expect ddax7¢, if 
this were the meaning, and as Adyov is apparently united with éroroAqe juov in 
ver. 15, it is probable that the latter connection is intended here. As to the word 
érorodge, the possibilities of reference seem to be the following: (1) to the First 
Epistle ; (2) to some forged letter; (3) to some letter “which professed to report 
his exact opinions, while in reality it misunderstood them,” but yet not forged 
in his name (Farrar). The objections to (1) are that there is no article with 
éxvorodge; that there is no statement in 1 Thess., which implies that the Parousia 
évéoryxev; and that, if such a reference had been intended, there would probably 
have been some distinct intimation that that letter contained no declaration of 
this kind. The objections to (2), on the other hand, are the improbability that 
such a forged letter would have been written at this early period, so soon after the 
first epistle, and to a church in such close relations with himself, and the improb- 
ability that, if such a letter had been written, he would have passed over the fact 
with no rebuke. The objection to (3) is that iii. 17 would seem to imply that a 
forgery had occurred. Either (2) or (3) is the more probable view. If we adopt 
(3), it is possible to account for iii. 17, and the difficulty in the supposition of a 
forged letter is removed. Some word or letter, however, must have been brought 
to their notice which professed to give Paul’s view as set forth in évéoryxKev «.7./., 
and which, either purposely or through misunderstanding, misrepresented him. 
The &¢ which precedes 0? 7u@v here, and is wanting in ver. 15, makes it probable 
that it was not a letter (like the first epistle) written by himself. 

(d) The verb évéornxev evidently means either “is now present” (R. V.), or 
“is just at hand” (A. R. V.). In either case, it denotes not near, as contrasted 
with in the remote or uncertain future, but already come or in the time immediately at 
hand. The Thessalonians had fallen into an error—supposing that the end was 
just upon them—which might naturally have led some of them to believe that it 
was useless to think of earthly business any longer. It was an error of this sort 
which the Apostle corrected. He makes his statements to show them that the 
Parousia was not to come, as they supposed, perhaps within a year or two, but 
only after the occurrence of certain developments of evil, which were to be 
expected. The question whether the Apostle himself thought of the Parousia as 
probably to take place within twenty or thirty years or not, must be determined, 
so far as this passage is concerned, not from the fact of his denying the évéoryxev, 
for the negative of this would only prove its non-occurrence within a very much 
briefer period, but by the length of time which must be allowed for the occurrence 
of what he declares is to take place before the day of the Lord.—(e) The things 
which are mentioned as to occur before the end are the apostasy and the revela- 
tion of the man of sin. The former of these, apparently, is to precede, or at 
least to be consummated in, the latter. The apostasy seems to stand in the rela- 
tion to the mystery of lawlessness, spoken of in ver. 7, of an effect to a cause; or 
this lawlessness is that which, when reaching its full development, becomes the 
apostasy. The mystery of lawlessness is already in operation, but is restrained as 
to the outbreaking of its full force by an outside power. The progress of things, 
therefore, is, first, the partial, perhaps in some measure hidden, working of the evil 
forces, which has begun already, and is to go on until the restraining power is 
removed ; then, their development in the apostasy; then, the consummation of 
the apostasy in the revelation of the man of sin; and then, the Parousia.—(f) In 
regard to the length of time which is to be allowed, two points may be noticed in 
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the passage :—(1) that the mystery of lawlessness is said to be already working, 
and (2) that the restraining power is spoken of as already exercising its force, at 
the time when the words were written. Beyond these indications, the passage 
affords nothing definite respecting this question—(g) The designations of the man 
of sin are so marked and distinct, that there can be no reasonable doubt that the 
Apostle is speaking of the Antichrist. This is proved (1) by the connection with 
Grooracia, (2) by the genitive avouiac, comp. avouoc (yer. 8), (3) by the words 
6 vide tie arwisiac, (4) by 6 avrixeiuevoe x.7.2., (5) by the reference to sitting in 
the temple of God, ete., (6) by the the connection of his coming with the working 
of Satan, (7) by the application to him of the word rapovoia, and other words 
which are used of Christ’s coming, (8) by the contrast of the deceit of unrighteous- 
ness with the truth. The combination of all these things, when compared with 
what is said in other parts of the N. T. respecting the Antichrist, establishes this 
reference as in the Apostle’s mind—(k) By the use of the words apovoia, amo- 
Kahigdy, éxidaveia, etc., which are to be accounted for primarily by the desire to 
present a striking contrast of Antichrist to Christ, the Apostle intends, no doubt, 
to suggest the idea of some sudden and wonderful manifestation of evil power. 

(i) The view which is to be held with regard to what the Apostle had in mind 
in this passage can hardly be determined from the passage in itself alone. The 
other passages in the N. T. where this and kindred subjects are alluded to must be 
considered, and by an examination of them all we must ascertain, as we best may, 
the general thought of the Apostolic mind on such questions. The conclusions 
thus derived will have an important bearing here. As for the passage itself, its 
indications are (1) that the error of the Thessalonians consisted in supposing the 
end to be in the very nearest future—just upon them; (2) that that which was to 
precede the end had already begun its work; (3) that this was an evil develop- 
ment in the religious, not in the political sphere; (4) that the restraining force, 
evidently not being the true religion or the Divine power (see the closing words 
of ver. 7), was probably political or governmental; (5) that the final extreme de- 
velopment of the evil, which was to follow the removal of the restraining force, was 
such that it could be described as the revelation of the man of sin, i.e. the descrip- 
tion involves either striking personification or definite personality; (6) that the 
man of sin was to continue in the exercise of his power until the Parousia, when 
he was to be destroyed by the manifested power of Christ. These indications point 
towards a continuous development of evil from the time which was present to the 
writer and readers (but in a somewhat hidden way, or under special limitations 
from a power beyond itself), and towards a subsequent sudden outburst of its force, 
which outburst was to be in the form of an apostasy, i.e. a falling away within the 
Christian body itself. There is evidently here somewhat of a kindred conception 
to that which we discover in certain parts of the book of Revelation, and which is 
hinted at in I. John, II. Peter, and elsewhere—(j) The Apostle speaks of the 
temple of God, which may refer to the temple at Jerusalem. He also uses the 
two phrases, 7d xaréyov and 6 xatéywv, which may refer to the Roman government 
and the Roman emperor. He also refers to the restraining power as known to 
the readers, which fact may easily find an explanation for itself—and may, at the 
same time, furnish an explanation for the indefinite character of the expression 
used to describe it—if it be taken as meaning the Roman government. It can 
hardly be affirmed, however, that these different expressions must have the refer- 
ence mentioned.—(k) If the Apostles expected the Parousia in their own life-time, 
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or thought of it as possibly coming within a short period, it would be very natural 
for them to think of, and picture before their readers, the approaching evils and 
calamities by means of words which were applicable to powers or developments 
of their own age. This would, also, be natural—at least, to some degree—even 
if they regarded the Parousia as belonging to the remoter and altogether uncertain 
future. 

LX. 3-12. 


With reference to the words and phrases in these verses, the following points 
may be noticed:—(1) duapriag (ver. 3) is a characteristic, atwAeiac, a possessive 
genitive—(2) The text-reading avoyiac is placed in the text by W. and H., Treg., 
Tisch. 8, with the authorities mentioned in Liinem.’s textual note-——(3) Tov vaov 
tov Jeov is referred by Liinem. to the temple at Jerusalem, and he regards this 
reference as proved by the repetition of the article. Alf. claims that there is no 
force in this, and cites 1 Cor. iii. 17, where he alleges that 6 vad¢ tov Beov is used 
in a figurative sense. It may be questioned, however, whether the use is figura- 
tive in 1 Cor, iii. 17,—whether the statement of that verse is not made with regard 
to the actual temple as a holy building, and the application added in oirwee¢ tpeic 
éoté, of which (holy) character you are—therefore one cannot injure or destroy your 
Christian life without being exposed to Divine punishment. The cases in which 
vaéc or vad¢ Seow are used without the article, in a figurative sense, are not in point 
against Liinem.’s position. The form of expression is favorable to the definite 
reference given by Liinem., but whether this reference can be absolutely affirmed 
may be considered doubtful—(4) The change from 70 xaréyov to 6 xatéyov is in- 
dicative of a person as exercising the restraining power. Like the avoyo¢ and the 
Lord, this third power is presented as a person. The conception of the writer is 
after this manner; but, while this conception may accord with reality, the repre- 
sentation may perhaps, on the other hand, be figurative, i.e. personification only. 
—(5) In ver. 7, R. V. supplies éori after udvor, in the text, (“only there is one 
that restraineth until,” etc.), but adopts, in. the margin, the other construction 
(“the mystery of lawlessness doth already work, only until,’ ete.). The latter in- 
terpretation, which is probably correct, recognizes a special emphasis in the word 
pouorhpiov, It is working as a mystery; it will afterwards come to a revelation — 
(6) Evidently vv. 9, 10 relate to what follows the wapovoia of the lawless one and 
precedes that of Christ. There is a period of open working of dvouia, after the 
working as a mystery is ended and the restraining power has been taken out of the 
way. What is to be the length of this period is not stated, but the first impression 
upon the reader would naturally be that it was not to be very long-continued. The 
parallelism between the working of the dvouo¢ and Christ, is still kept up in these 
verses by onpuetorc, ete.—wpebdovg and adty aduciag mark the contrast, 


LXI. Vv. 13-17. 


(a) The connection of the Hortatory Section of the Epistle, ii. 13-iii. 15, with 
what precedes is only through the contrast between the persons alluded to in vy. 
11, 12, and the Apostle and his readers—that which befalls the former and that 
for which the latter have been chosen of God. There is no exhortation which 
connects itself immediately with the suggestions of vy. 2 ff.,—at the most, only a 
general one, such as we find in ver. 15,—(b) The hortatory section opens with 
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thanksgiving—in its form precisely like that of i. 3; and the mingling of thanks 
and exhortation is similar to what may be observed in 1 Thess. This inter- 
mingling of the two belongs, in both alike, to the character of the letters. The 
use of dgcidouev with ebyapioreiv, here and in i. 3, is peculiar, being found in no 
other Epistle. It expresses, with friendly feeling, his sense of the fitness and 
duty of giving thanks on their behalf; (comp. kadde Gv éorw i. 8).—(c) 
That cidaro ax Gpyi¢ (ver. 13), though Paul does not use these words elsewhere 
in this sense, refers to God’s election from eternity, is put beyond any considerable 
doubt, by the fact that it isa choice to salvation (el¢ owrnpiav), and by the fact 
that the divine call follows it (ei¢ 6 éxddecev), The ground of thankfulness in 
the Apostle’s mind probably included both the choice and the call. The choice of 
God is said to move in the sphere of sanctification, ete., as, in 1 Cor. vii. 15, His 
call is said to move in the sphere of peace (comp. also 1 Thess. iv. 7, called in. 
sanctification), because there is no divine purpose of salvation except as the ‘sancti- 
fying power of the Spirit and belief of the truth have their true influence in the 
soul. ‘Ev of this verse is, thus, rather the common év denoting the sphere in 
‘which, than an instrumental preposition.—(d) In view of this divine election to 
salyation in the sphere of sanctification and faith, the exhortation of ver. 15 is given 
to stand fast, and also to hold fast the zapadécer¢ which they had been taught. 
As these instructions include those which were 4d? ézcorodjc, that is, the First 
Epistle, and as that epistle contains suggestions with regard to the Parousia, it 
may be that there is some reference to the errors into which they had fallen on 
this subject, and which he was writing this letter especially tocorrect. But sucha 
reference, if this be the fact, is only incidental, and the exhortation is intended to 
cover all the instructions which he had given them. Comp. orypiga év mavri 
Epyw Kai 26ym ayato (ver. 17)—(d) The union of God and Christ as the subject 
of a-verb in the singular number, which has been already noticed in Note LII. 
(1 Thess. iii. 11), is found again in ver. 16 of this chapter; and here it will be 
observed that Christ is placed first. In the uniting of Christ with God, in 
sentences which refer to the divine work in the soul and in redemption, the Apostle 
thus, in these earliest letters, goes as far as is possible. It is interesting to notice 
how, under the influence of circumstances which more fully called forth the 
expression of his thought in the latest letters addressed to the churches, he rises 
in his statements to the highest limits which epistolary and popular language 
allowed. The movement of expression from the one to the other is in the line of 
the setting forth of the same idea of Christ’s relation to the Father. The line 
begins with the close union of the Father and Christ as the common subject of one 
verb; it ends with the declaration that the fullness of Jeéry¢ dwells in Christ. 
The union of the two in the words, at the beginning, may not necessarily involve 
their oneness in essence. But the declaration, at the end, may lead us to the con- 
viction, that, in thus uniting them at the beginning, Paul did so because he 
believed them to be one.—(e) The word aiwviav (ver. 16) is used, probably, 
because the consolation or comfort of the Christian life takes hold upon the 
eternal life. 
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CHAPTER ITI. 


Ver. 3. Instead of the Receptus 6 xbpioc, A D* F G 71, Vulg. It. Copt. Arm. in 
marg. and some Latin Fathers have 4 Qeé¢. Accepted by Lachm. But xiord¢ dé 
orev 6 Kbptog does not elsewhere occur, whilst mord¢ 6 Oed¢ is a usual form. 
Comp. 1 Cor. i. 9, x. 13; 2 Cor. i. 13. Therefore the former might have been 
corrected according to the latter. 46 xtpcoc is attested by B (e sil.) D*** EK L 
®, almost all min., most versions, many Greek Fathers, and Hier.—Ver. 5. tyjv 
trouovyv] The Elz. reads irouovgy, Against all uncial mss. (also§), most min., 
and many Greek Fathers. Ver. 6. Instead of tapéAaBov (D** D*** EK L 8**** 
23, 31, al., pl. edd. Aeth. Syr. p. Slav. Vulg. Clar. Germ. Bas. [alicubi] al., Cypr. 
[ter] Lucif. Aug. Ambrosiast. ed. Pelag. received by. Matth. and Scholz, preferred 
also by Reiche), Elz. reads rapéAaBe (very weakly attested, namely, only by 3, 49, 
57, 71, Syr.) ; Lachm. reads wapedaBere (after B F G 43, al., Copt. Arm. Antonius, 
Theodoret [sem.], Ambrosiast. ed. Auct. de sing. cler.); Griesbach, Tisch. Alford 
and Ellicott read rapeAdBocay (after A S8* Bas.; D* has for it the simple verb 
é1dBooav), mapéAaBe and taped Bere are corrections, and not so well attested as the 
third person plural. Butthe Alexandrian form tapeAdBocav merits the prefer- 
ence before wapéAafov, as the less usual form in the N. T., which on that account 
might easily have led to an alteration—Ver. 8. Instead of the Receptus vixra xai 
juépav, BF GS 17, al., Chrys. ms. Damase. (sem.) have vuxtd¢ Kat juépac, Re- 
ceived by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. Against the preponderating authority of A D E 
K L, the great majority of min., and many Fathers, and the probable conformity 
to 1 Thess. ii. 9, iii, 10.—Ver. 12. Elz. Tisch. 2 read dca tod xvpiov judy "Inood 
Xptorov. Lachm. Tisch. 1, 7 and 8, Alford and Ellicott read é xkupiw "Inoov 
Xpior@. The latter is required by A B D* E* F G8* 17, 31, al., Vulg. It. Goth. 
Copt. al., Damasc. (sem.) Ambrosiast. Aug. Pel—Ver. 13. Elz. reads s) éxxaxionre. 
Instead of this, Lachm, Schott, Tisch., Alford and Ellicott have preférred 7 
éyxaxgjonre, after A B D*® (Tisch. 7: j) éveaxjoyre). But the latter is a probable 
correction, as the writing éxkaxevy, instead of éyxaxeiy, never occurs with certainty else- 
where than in the N. T. and in the writings of the Fathers. Comp. Meyer on 2 
Cor. iv. 1.—Ver. 16. Elz. Tisch. 2, 7 and 8, and Ellicott read rpé7@, Lachm. and 
Tisch. 1 read rir, after A* D* F G, 17, 49, Vulg. It. Goth. Chrys. Ambrosiast. 
Pel. Commended to attention by Griesb.; already preferred by Piscator, Beza, 
and Grotius. But rpér (attested by A** B-[e. sil.] D*** E K LX, almost all 
min. Syr. utr. Copt. al. m. Theodoret, Damase. al.) decidedly merits the prefer- 
ence on account of the sense, and might, on account of the more frequent form év 
ravtt térw (1 Cor. i. 2; 2 Cor. ii. 14; 1 Tim. ii. 8), be easily transformed into 
tér@. Also Bouman (Chartae theologicae, lib. I. p. 67) considers tpérw as the 
original; but then he advances the following supposition for the origin of the 
false reading téx»: “ Proxime cum praecessisset dsd tavtdé¢ omni tempore, dictionis 
elegantiam ac concinnitatem hoc requirere putarunt librarii, ut nihil potius adji- 
ceretur quam év avr? tér@ omni loco; quippe qui temporis ac spatii notiones fre- 
quentissime conjungi, pro sua scilicet sapientia, optime novissent.” 
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Vy. 1-5. ‘Paul requests the Thessalonians to pray that the gospel may 
be more widely diffused, and that he himself (and his companions) might 
be delivered from the persecutions to which he was exposed. He then 
expresses his trust that the Lord will assist the Thessalonians, and also 
declares his confidence that they will obey his (the apostle’s) command- 
ments, and he unites therewith an additional benediction. 

Ver. 1. [On vv. 1-5, See Note LXII. page 632.] Td Jourdy] see on 1 
Thess. iv. 1—zepi juaév] on our behalf. But the apostle’s wish is com- 
pletely unselfish, as he refers to the promotion of Christianity, and to him- 
self only so far as he stands in connection with that object.—iva] comp. on 
i. 11.—4é 2éyoe tov xvpiov] Genitivus subjectivus ; see on 1 Thess, i. 8.—rpéy7] 
may run. A representation of quick and unimpeded advancing.—éofétnrar] 
is passive: may be glorified. Pelt erroneously understands it as middle. 
But the gospel is only glorified when it is recognized as what it is, 
namely, as a divayic Ocov cig owrnpiay ravti tO morebovtre (Rom. i. 16). 
Nicolas de Lyra arbitrarily limits the verb to the “miracula, veritatem 
ejus declarantia.”—xava¢ cai xpd¢ iuac] even as it is among you. A lauda- 
tory recognition of the eager desire for salvation, with which the Thessa- 
lonians surrendered themselves to the preaching of the gospel. Comp. 1 
Thess. i. 6 ff. The words are closely connected with kai dofatnra. Accord- 
ing to Hofmann, with whom Moller, although wavering, coincides, the 
words are to be united with zpéyy, passing over kai dofafnyra. Incorrectly, 
because doféfyra: is a higher idea than rpéyy, whilst it adduces that point 
by which the external act of tpéxew can only receive its internal value. 
Aceordingly xai do&4fj7a: is too important to be considered only asa sub- 
sidiary point “appended ” to tpéyy.—rpoc ipac] see on 1 Thess. iii. 4., 

Ver. 2. In deliverance from his adversaries lay the condition that he, 
the apostle, could work the more effectively for the diffusion of the gos- 
pel.'—aroroc] is used of that which is not in its right place. Used of per- 
sons, it denotes one who does or says that which is inappropriate under 
the circumstances. Thus it is equivalent to ineptus (Cic. de orat. ii. 4). 
From “propriety ” it passes to its wider ethical meaning, and. is used of 
men who act contrary to human or divine laws. Thus it receives the 
general signification of bad or godless..—But the Thessalonian Jews are 
not to be understood by the drora «ai rovypol dvopwrot, from: whose perse- 
cution the apostle had already, at an earlier period, frequently suffered 
(so, as it would seem, Pelt), for their influence: hardly extended to 
Corinth. Persons must be meant who were then present’ im Corinth itself. 
But we are not to think on Christians who were only-so-in. name (Zwingli, 
Musculus, Hemming, Flatt, Schrader, and others), and particularly on false 
teachers among the Jewish Christians (Schott), but on fanatical Jews.* Comp. 
Acts xviii. 6, 12 ff. That the adversaries of the apostle could. not have 
been already Christians, follows from: the inferential clause: setting forth 


1Theodoret: Aura} pév 7 aitnots elvar Soxei, 2See examples in Kypke,.Observ. II. p. 145 
pia 8& Suws éotiv' Tov yap Tovnpoy avOpomay  f.; Loesner, and Wetstein. 
ArtTwudvwv, akwArvT@s Kai o, TOV. KnpYypaTos 3Hammond also finds here: another. refer- 


ouvtpéxer Adyos. ence to the Gnostics !: 


40 
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the naturalness of the existence of such people, ob yap révtwv 4 riort, for 
faith is not an affair of all, i. e. it finds not a place among all, all have nota 
susceptible heart for it.—) ior] on account of the article, can only 
denote the Christian faith simply and generally. To understand the expres- 
sion of fidelity or honesty, with Schoettgen, Moldenhauer, Koppe, Bolten, 
Krause, Flatt, and others, is as incorrect as to interpret it of true faith, 
with Schott. For in the first case ob yap mdvte¢ microti would require to 
have been written, and in the second case ov yap rdvtwv 4 ricric aAnbje. 

Ver. 3. A.contrast to ob yap ravrwv 4 riotic, With a play upon the word 
rioric, and a return to the statement in ii. 16, 17.—é xtpioc] not a designa- 
tion of God (Schott, Schrader, Olshausen, and Hilgenfeld, Zschr. f. wiss. 
Theol., Halle 1862, p. 261), but of Christ. His faithfulness consists in this, 
that He, as Protector of the church, watches over the continuance of the 
faith, and effects its diffusion in spite of all éroro and zovnpoi. Strikingly, 
Calvin: “Ceterum de aliis magis quam de se anxium fuisse Paulum, 
ostendunt haec ipsa verba. In eum maligni homines improbitatis suae 
aculeos dirigebant, in eum totus impetus irruebat: curam interea suam ad 
Thessalonicenses convertit.”—rov zovypot] is, by Calvin, Musculus, Estius, 
Piscator, Menochius, Nat. Alexander, Benson, Bengel, Baumgarten, Mol- 
denhauer, Macknight, Olshausen, Hofmann and Ellicott, also Cornelius a 
Lapide, Er. Schmid, and Beza, though not decidedly held by the latter, 
understood as masculine, accordingly as a designation of the devil. In 
itself nothing can be objected against this interpretation, as in Matt. xiii. 
19 and elsewhere frequently in the N. T., also with Paul in Eph. vi. 16, 
6 rovnpé¢ is found in this sense. But here this interpretation is’ untenable, 
because 8¢ ornpiger tudo Kal gvAdter axd Tod rovnpov evidently resumes 
ornpigat év mavti Epyp Kal Adyw ayab6, ii. 17, and only arranges it positively 
and negatively. But if rod xovypod corresponds to the negation of the 
position év ravri &pyw Kat Ady aya}, it must be neuter, and denote moral 
evil generally. But it would be arbitrary to make this neuter equivalent 
to trav rovnpiv dvOpéruv, to which Koppe and Flatt give their countenance. 

Ver. 4. The apostle has confidence in Christ that He will come to the 
assistance of the Thessalonians, promoting their faith and protecting them ; 
but he is likewise confident in them, that they on their part will not fail in 
obedience to the apostle’s commands. Thus the apostle paves the way for a 
suitable transition to the exhortation in ver. 6 ff—é» xvpie] a state- 
ment of the element of his confidence annexed to rerolOayev é¢’ iuae, in 
order to express that the apostle’s confidence in his readers was one 
founded on Christ, caused by the participation of Christianity. Comp. 
Gal. v. 10; Phil. ii. 24; Rom. xiv. 14.—é’ tuac] see Meyer on 2 Cor. ii.3.— 
kai rovetre] does not still belong to the protasis (see Erasmus on the pas- 
sage), but begins the apodosis. * \ 

Ver. 5. A-fresh irivoluntary effusion of piety on the part of the apostle, ' 
by means of which he calls down the divine blessing on every action of 


*On the form of the expression, compare  Képw0dv é06’ 6 mods (Strabo, viii. 6. 20, ed. 
the well-known proverb: Ov mavrds avdpos és  Siebenk.; Suidas, T. 2, p. 739). 
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man as a condition of its success.1_ To assume that ver. 5 was added by 
Paul, because he could not yet entirely trust the Thessalonians (de Wette), 
is without foundation.—é kipioc] Christ, as in vv. 8, 4—«arevfivar buav rac 
Kapdiag sig Tv ayaryv tov Oeov] direct your hearts to the love of God, namely, 
in order to be filled and pervaded by it, not in order to remain contem- 
plating it (Koppe, Olshausen).—} ayary rod Ocod] is not “ amor a deo prae- 
ceptus ” (Clericus), or “amor, quem deus hominum quasi infundit ani- 
mis ” (Pelt), also not the love of God to men, which was to be the pattern 
for Christian brotherly love (Macknight, Koppe), or, more specially, the 
manifestation of the love of God in Christ and in His work of redemp- 
tion (Olshausen, Riggenbach); but love toward God (Gen. object.). Paul 
wishes the Thessalonians to be inspired with it, because itis the centre 
uniting all commandments; comp. Matt. xxii. 87 ff£—xai cic rv bropovgy 
tov Xpiorov] Oecumenius, Ambrose, Faber Stapulensis, Erasmus, Vata- 
blus, Cornelius a Lapide, Beza, Bernard a Piconio, and Benson, to whom 
recently Hofmann has attached himself, understand by this the patient 
waiting for Christ, that is, for His coming. Erroneous, because—(1) 
avayovgy (comp. 1 Thess. i. 10) would require to be written instead of 
irouovgy; and (2) the idea of patient waiting, by which addition the state- 
ment becomes only suitable, would require to be expressly brought forward 
by an additional clause. The stedfastness of Christ (Gen. possessiv.) is meant, 
inasmuch as the endurance which the Christian manifests in tribulation 
for the sake of the gospel is in its nature nothing else than the stedfastness 
which was-peculiar to Christ Himself in His sufferings. Comp. the anglo- 
gous expression 74 zadjyara tov Xpiorov, 2 Cor. i. 5, and Meyer in loco. 
The simple genitive cannot express stedfastness for the sake of Christ, as it is 
usually explained. 

Vy. 6-15. Dehortation from a disorderly and idle lifein the church. Paul - 
had already touched upon this subject in his First Epistle (iv. 11, 12, v. 
14). But here it is more expressly treated, and also with greater severity, 
because, without doubt, in the restless and fanatical excitement of spirits 
on account of the advent, this evil had greatly increased instead of dimin- 
ishing. Paul represents the core of the church as free from this fault ; 
he exhorts them to withdraw themselves from every Christian brother 
living disorderly, in order to bring him to shame and amendment. Only 
in ver. 12 does he direct his apostolic word to the erring brethren them- 
selves. 

Ver. 6. [On vv. 6-18, see Note LXIII. pages 632, 633.] TapayyéAAouev dé] 
An application of the general 4 rapayyéAAopev, ver. 4, to a special case.—év 
évduate Tob Kupiov jpov ’I. Xp.] belongs to rapayyéAAouer, not to what follows. 
A solemn reference to the high authority for this injunction. Comp. 1 
Cor. v.4.—oréAAecba ax6 twoc] to withdraw himself from every one, to avoid 
his company. Comp. irooréAiew éavrév, Gal. ii. 12, and trooréidec8ar, Heb. 
x. 88.—érdkrwc] see on 1 Thess. v. 14.—xara rv rapddoow, fy x«.7.2.] refers 
not to instruction by the example of the apostle (Chrysostom, Theodoret, 


1Theodoret: ’Amorépwv huiv xpeta, kat mpodécems ayabis Kal Tis avwOev ovvepyecas. 
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Oecumenius, Theophylact, Hofmann), which is first mentioned in what 
follows, but to the definite instruction which the apostle had given to them 
orally, during his presence at Thessalonica (comp. ver. 10; 1 Thess. iv. 
11), and then confirmed by writing 1 Thess. iv. 11, 12).—rapeAaBocav] A 
well-known constructio ad sensum adapted to the collective form ad ravri¢ 
adeAdov. See Kihner, II. p. 42.1 

Ver. 7. Confirmation of xara tiv rapddoowv, fv mapeddBocav. The instruc- 
tion imparted was sufficiently known to the readers: what Paul com- 
manded, he practically exhibited by his own conduct.—airo/] ye yourselves, 
without it being necessary for me to speak much about it—é¢ det pepel- 
cba jac] a concise expression, meaning: What is your incumbent walk, 
and how, in consequence of it, ye will be my imitators.—ér:] for. Unnatur- 
ally, Hofmann : ér: is to be translated by that, and is added as a parallel 
expression to é¢ dei puueicbar jac, in which also ver. 9 is absorbed.— 
araxreiv] equal to ardxtw¢ repurareiv, ver. 6. Only here in the N. T. 

Ver. 8. See on 1 Thess. ii. 9.—dwpedv] by way of gift—aprov gayeiv] to eat 
bread (Mark iii. 20; Luke xiv. 1; dprov éofiew, Matt. xv. 2), has as the 
Hebrew on? a8 (Gen. xliii. 25; 2 Sam. ix. 7; Prov. xxiii. 6, etc.) the 
idea of eating generally, so that it.is not to be distinguished from the simple 
gayetv (Mark vi. 31) or éodiew (ver. 10). aprov gayeiv apd two¢ denotes: to 
have maintenance from any one, without care on our part.—épyatéuevoc] is 
not to be taken in the sense of temp. finit. (Flatt and others), but év xéro 

. épyatéuevor is to be taken together, and forms a statement of mode 
attached to dprov é¢ayouev in contrast to dwpedy. Yet we may, with Winer, 
p. 829 f. [E. T. 351], de Wette, Ellicott, and Hofm., assume that to é¢ayouer, 
as a contrast to dwpedv, are added first év xér@ xa? u6x70y taking the place of 
an adverb, and then to this vixra kat juépav épyatouevoe as a parallel clause. 

Ver. 9. Paul has indeed the right to be maintained by the churches, but 
he freely renounces this right, in order to present believers with a good 
example. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 4 ff—oty ér:] My meaning is by no means 
that; by no means as if. A restriction of the previous statement, in order 
to prevent a possible misunderstanding. Comp. 2 Cor. i. 24, iii. 5; Phil. 
iii. 12, iv. 11, 17; Hartung, Partikellehre, II. p. 153 £.—é£ovciay] power or 
authority, sc. tov dwpedy gayety aptrov.—arr’] se. év xér@ kat pbx~0@ vixta Kat 
nuEpav épyalouevoe dprov éodiouerv—On éavrotc, comp. Bernhardy, Syntaz, p. 
272; Winer, p. 142 [E. T. 150]. 

Ver. 10. A further reason, along with the example of the apostle, which 
should preserve them from araxrwe mepurareiv.—yap] co-ordinate with the 
yép in ver. 7. «ai cannot serve to bring out dre quev mpde ouac (so Hof- 
mann), so that it would be explained, with Theodoret: Oidé xawdv diuiv 
ypagouev, GAd’ arep 8 dpxqe tac édiddEanev. For bre juev rpdc dude is no 
new additional idea, but only again resumes what was at least already 
implied in wv. 7 and 8. Kai must accordingly be taken with rovro rapny- 
yéddouev dpiv, and the emphasis lies on rovro, which is placed first. The 
meaning is: for even when we were with you, this we commanded you.—rovro] 


40n the verbal form, comp. Sturz, de dial. Alex. p. 60; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 349. 
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namely, what follows: dre ef tee K.r.A—ei ree ob OéAet Epydeabar, pnd  éobt- 
érw] was a Jewish proverb; see Schoettgen and Wetstein in loco. It has 
its root in the expression in Gen. iii. 19, that man in the sweat of his brow 
shall eat his bread—vi @éAec] Bengel: Nolle vitium est. 

Ver. 11. The reason for reminding them of this saying, ver. 10. Arbi- 
trarily, Hofmann: yép refers to the whole section vv. 6-10. The verb 
mepepyatectac is only found here in the N. T. (but comp. sepiepyoc, 1 Tim. 
v.13, and ra mepiepya rpaccew, Acts xix.19). It denotes a bustling disposition 
busy in useless and superfluous things, about which one should not trouble 
himself. Paul thinks on the fanatical excitement, on account of which 
one busied himself about everything except the fulfillment of the duties 
of his earthly calling. xeptepyafouévove forms a paronomasia with pndév 
Epyatouévovc.§ Comp. Quintilian, inst. orat. vi. 3.54: Afer enim venuste 
Mallium Suram, multum in agendo discursantem, salientem, manus 
jactantem, togam dejicientem et reponentem, non agere dixit sed satagere. 

Ver. 12. Kai rapaxatoiper] sc. avtoic.—pera jovyiac épyatduevor] with quiet- 
ness, i.e. applying yourself to your earthly calling, subjectively with a quiet 
and collected mind, and objectively with noiseless modesty. Contrast to 
pndiv ipyalecbar adda xepiepyatectar. Comp.1 Thess. iv. 11.—éavrév] .em-. 
phatic, their own bread, that is to say, their self-earned sustenance, avoid- 
ing a maintenance which depends on the charity of others. 

Ver. 13. The apostle again turns himself to those who had kept them- 
selves free from this fault.—éxkaxeiv] with the following participle (see 
Kiihner, II. p. 369) denotes to be weary in doing something.—xahorovetv ] 
cannot signify “to be charitable” (Calvin, Estius, Flatt, Pelt, de Wette, 
Bloomfield, Ewald, Bisping, and most critics), so that the sense would be: 
But suffer not yourselves, through those who abuse your charity, to be 
restrained from exercising charity in general. The verb can only denote, 
so act as is right and proper. Comp. Gal. vi. 9. As Paul still speaks, even 
in vv. 14, 15, of the special matter which he treated of in the preceding 
words, xatoroeiv cannot be understood in its most general sense, but must 
be referred to the matter in question. Accordingly, the apostle requires 
that those who had kept themselves free from this fault should not be 
weary in doing what is right and proper, that is to say, that they should not 
suffer themselves to be infected with the evil example given.” 

. Ver. 14. Ava ric éxcoro?7c] is, by Nicolas de Lyra, Luther, Calvin, Musculus, 
Hemming, Bullinger, Lucius Osiander, Balduin, Grotius, Calovius, Clericus, 
Sebastian Schmid, Bengel, Moldenhauer, Zachariae, Koppe, Krause, Pelt, 
Winer, p. 113 [E. T. 119], and others, united with what follows. It is 
usually explained: If any obey not my word, note that man to me in 
writing, sc. in order that I may direct what punishment is to be inflicted 
on him. But this interpretation is to be rejected—{1) on account of the 
article r7c, which, if unforced, can only denote a definite epistle lying 


1Ewald translates it: “nicht Arbeit trei- refers it—because anticipating the contents 
bend, sondern sich herumtreibend.” of ver. 15—to the loving and forbearing treat- 
2Also Olshausen understands xadororety ment of the brethren. 
only of doing good in general, but arbitrarily 
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before them, not an epistle to be written only at a later period; (2) as the 
inversion of the words: dd rice érioroARe TovTov onecovobe, instead of the 
natural order: rovrov did tie éxioToAqe onuewriobe, would not be justified ; 
(3) lastly, because it is very improbable that Paul should still have 
retained for himself a statement of the punishment, as he has already in 
ver. 6 stated the mode of punishment, and again repeated it in this verse, 
commanding them to withdraw from the society of every brother acting 
contrary to hisadmonitions. But interpretations in this connection, as 
that of Bengel: “notate notd censorid, hance epistolam, ejus admonendi 
causa, adhibentes eique inculcantes, ut, aliorum judicio perspecto, se 
demittat,” or that of Pelt : “eum hac epistola freti severius tractate,” alter 
the idea of the verb onuewicba. We are obliged to unite dia tig éexiorodge 
with 76 Adyw juov.! It was not necessary to repeat the article 76 before 
dia tHe éxioToAnc, because TH Adyw Hudv dia tHE éxtotodAqe is blended into the 
unity of the idea of a written command. Comp. Winer, p. 128 [E. T. 135]. 
% éxiotoAm denotes the definite Epistle, z.e. our Second Epistle to the 
Thessalonians (comp. 1 Thess. v. 27; Rom. xvi. 22; Col. iv. 16); and the 
command expressed by that Epistle is the admonition in ver. 12. The 
meaning is: But if any one acts contrary to my prohibition repeated in 
this Epistle, note that man, i.e. mark him, se. in order to avoid intercourse 
with him (comp. 1 Cor. y. 9, 11), and thereby to bring him to shame (and 
amendment) ; as Paul, explaining himself, expressly adds: xat ua cvvava- 
plyvvobe abté iwa évtpary. This meaning also remains, if, instead of the 
Receptus kat pu) ovvavaytyvvobe, we read, with Lachmann and Tischendorf 
1, after A B D* x, the infinitive 4) cuvavayiyrvobae, only the form of expres- 
sion being changed.—évrparq] is passive, not middle (Pelt). Comp. Tit. ii. 
8; 1 Cor. iv. 14, vi. 5, xv. 24. 

Ver. 15. But no hostile feeling against the erring was to be conjoined with 
this avoidance of social intercourse ; on the contrary, as he is a Christian 
brother, advice and admonition are not to be omitted in order to convert 
him from his error by convincing reasons.—dc] united with #yeioba:, other- 
wise unusual, brings still more prominently forward the subjective notion 
or representation implied in the verb. In a corresponding manner éorep 
occurs with jyeicba in the LXX. Comp. Job xix. 11, xxxiii. 10. 

Ver. 16. The apostle, hastening to a conclusion, annexes a benediction 
to the exhortation. By 6 xbpw¢ ri¢ eipfync is meant not God, but Christ, 
and the genitive designates Him as the Creator and Producer of ciphvn— 
THe eiphyng and tiv eipfynv] are usually interpreted, either of mutual har- 
mony or of peace of mind (or even, as e.g. by Schott, of both together, exter- 
nal and internal peace). The first-mentioned interpretation is untenable, 
because there is in the Epistle not the slightest trace of dissensions in the 
church; and the shift that the fanatical excitement in the church, and 


1So, correctly, Chrysostom, Clarius, Estius, 
Piscator, Andrew Osiander, Aretius, Meno- 
chius, Vorstius, Cornelius a Lapide, Beza, 
Fromond., Hammond, Nat. Alexander, Joa- 
chim Lange, Harduin, Whitby, Benson, 


Bolten, Flatt, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Bloomfield, Alford, 
Ewald, Bisping, Ellicott, Buttmann, Gramm. 
des neutest Sprachgebr. p. 80 [E. T. 92]; Hof- 
mann, Riggenbach, and others, 


; 
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the idleness consequent upon it, might lead to external disquiet, and 
accordingly the wish of the apostle was occasioned with a view to the 
future, is far-fetched and arbitrary, because Paul prays for what was 
immediately to occur. There is nothing against the second interpretation 
as calmness of mind or peace of soul is undoubtedly indicated by Pi: 
(Phil. iv. 7). See Meyer and Weiss in loco. Yet it is also admissible to 
understand eip#y both times (corresponding to the Hebrew Diy see 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 22 ff.) in the sense of salvation or blessing, and 
indeed, on account of the article r7¢ and rf, of the definite,—that is is 
say, the specifically Christian blessing or salvation. This interpretation is 
also supported by the fact, that as ydpic kat elpfvy at the commencement of 
the apostolic Epistles corresponds to the Salutem or eb xpdtrew of profane — 
writers, so the apostolic benediction at the conclusion of the Epistles is 
nothing else than the Christian transformation of the usual Valete or 
éppucte.—dia xavréc] always, Rom. xi. 10; Matt. xviii. 10; Acts ii. 25.— 
pera KavrTwr buoy} accordingly even with five ¢ GTaKTWC TEpLTAaTOVVTEC. 

Vy. 17, 18. Autographic salutation’ with a repeated benediction. Paul 
had not written the letter with his own hand, but dictated it. Comp. Rom. 
xvi. 22; 1 Cor. xvi. 21; Col. iv. 18—é] does not stand by attraction for 
éc, nor also does it bring forward a simple special point from the foregoing 
(so Wieseler on Gal. vi. 11; and Laurent in the Stud. u. Krit. 1864, p. 639; 
Neutestam. Studien, Gotha 1866, p. 5: “which, namely, the autographic 
writing”), but it refers to the whol preceding idea: which circumstance of 
the salutation now written.—onpeiov] a sign,i.e. qmark of authenticity. Comp. 
ii. 2. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Bullinger, Estius, Piscator, 
Menochius, Cornelius a Lapide, Er. Schmid, Beza, Joachim Lange, Har- 
duin, Benson, Bengel, Moldenhauer, Zachariae, Baur (Paulus, p. 489), 
Hofmann, Riggenbach, and most critics, incorrectly find this mark in the 
addition of the words following in ver. 18; for the autographic salutation 


_is expressly designated as this mark. But a salutation and a benediction are 


different from each other.—év méoy émioroAq] in every Epistle, can only be 
referred to all the Epistles which the apostle has, perhaps, at a later 
period, still to write to the Thessalonians. For only for the Thessalonians, 
who had already been actually deceived by a false Pauline Epistle, and 
led into error, was such a precaution of practical importance against anew 
deception. Besides, if év éo0y érioroA@ is to be understood absolutely 
instead of relatively, the autographic salutation would be found in all the 
Epistles of the apostle. But itis only found in 1 Cor. xvi. 21 and Col. iv. 18.— 
obrwe ypddo] thus—that is to say, in such characters as are given in vy. 17 
and 18—Z write. The handwriting of the apostle was accordingly still 
unknown to the readers. From this it follows, that also the First Epistle 
to the Thessalonians was not written by the apostle’s own hand. More- 
over, Zeltner (de monogrammate Pauli, Altorfii 1721), Bengel, and Molden- 
hauer erroneously—because transferring a modern custom into antiquity— 
consider that we are here to think on characters artificially twisted into a 
monogram by the apostle and rendered incapable of imitation. Against Zelt- 
ner, see Wolf, p. 402 ff. 
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Notres By AMERICAN EDITOR. 


LXII. Vv. 1-5. 


(a) In 1 Thess. Jordy (iv. 1) introduces the Hortatory section. It follows a 
passage of a kindred sort to that in ii.16,17 of this epistle. The similarity in the 
two cases is noticeable. It is worthy of remark, however, that, in the first epistle, 
the passage answering to ii. 16, 17 contains the prayer that God would open the 
way for the Apostle’s return to them, and would establish and confirm them in 
holiness, and Aourév opens an exhortation to walk according to what he had taught 
them. Here, on the other hand, the exhortation to hold fast his instructions, and 
the prayer for their confirmation, both precede 10 Aourév, while this adverbial ex- 
pression introduces a request for their prayers that he might have freedom in 
preaching everywhere, and might be delivered from those who would hinder his 
work, And then, by a sort of repetition, thoughts corresponding with those of ii. 
16, 17 are added in iii. 3-5.—(b) The request which he makes, in asking for their 
prayers for himself, is that the word of the Lord may have free course and be 
glorified. He undoubtedly has in mind, however, the preaching of the word by 
himself and his companions, as the prominent thought.—(c) From the suggestions 
of both epistles we must believe the persons alluded to in ver. 2 to be Jewish 
enemies, to whom the word arézwv would seem peculiarly applicable—(d) The 
question as to whether 70d rovypov of ver. 3 is masculine or neuter, is hardly to be 
answered with confidence. The argument in favor of the neuter, which is urged 
by Liinem. and Alf.—that ii. 17 suggests it—is of quite doubtful force, because 
TO Aourév makes a new paragraph and allows a new thought. The argument de- 
rived from a supposed reference to the Lord’s prayer (Ell. and some others) is not 
to be pressed, because this reference is very questionable. The similarity in the 
two. passages may be merely fanciful. The fact that there has been no reference 
to Satan in the context, and that the following verse, which seems to be in a cer- 
tain connection with this verse, speaks of confidence that the readers both were 
doing and would do the things which had been enjoined as Christian duty, may be 
considered as favoring the neuter. Rob., Grimm., A. V., Noyes tr., de W., Alf, 
Liinem. and others hold that it is neuter. R. V., Ell., Davidson tr., Bib. Comm., 
Mason, Words., Hofm., Olsh., Calv., and others regard it as masculine—(e) With 
ver. 4, ii. 15 and 1 Thess. iv. 1 may be compared. In the last-mentioned verse, he 
prays that, as they are now walking according to what he had taught, they may 
do so in the future; here, he expresses confidence that they will do so. 


LXIII. Vy. 6-18. 


(a) With ver. 6 comp. 1 Thess. vy. 14 and iv. 11. The exhortation with regard 
to these disorderly persons is presented here more in detail. It would appear 
from this fact, that some increase of the evil indicated may have taken place since 
the first letter, or that he may have received more definite information concerning 
it. The latter seems to be clearly indicated in ver.11. He recalls his own course 
of action and example when he was in thetr city, which in 1 Thess. ii. he had 
mentioned by way of reminiscence, and urges it as an example which they should 
imitate. The correspondence in expressions with the first epistle is very striking. 
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—(b) Ver. 10 seems to show that this tendency to give up this world’s work was 
an attendant, in many cases, upon the entrance into the Christian life—the new 
thoughts, the spiritual atmosphere, the future, making the daily duties in earthly 
things seem unnecessary. Warnings against tendencies to such errors in different 
lines are given in the N.T., and must have been found needful by the Apostolic 
preachers.—(c) mepiepyafouévove (ver. 11) as contrasted with épyafouévouc, implies 
a busying themselves with things belonging to the sphere of others, and neglect- 
ing those of their own sphere. The very strong word dAAorpioericxoroc used in 1 
Pet. iv. 15 may be compared.—(d) The fact that the exhortation and suggestion 
of vy. 6 ff and the exhortation in ver. 12 (iva pera jovyiac «.7.4.) are in each of 
the two Epistles so closely connected with the passage which relates to the Parou- 
sia—that of ver. 12 following it in this Ep., and immediately preceding it in 1 
Thess. (iv. 11)—is, not improbably, indicative of a connection between the mis- 
taken notions, which members of the Thess. church had respecting the time of that 
great event, and their neglect of their earthly business. ‘These mistaken notions 
may have been a cause of this neglect. But the most that can be affirmed with 
respect to such a connection is a possibility or probability, not a certainty.—(e) The 
reference of da tij¢ éxeoro/7je (ver. 14) to the present letter is satisfactorily proved 
by the considerations which Liinem. sets forth. The reference of kipcoc (ver. 16) 
which he gives is, also, to be adopted as probably correct. Elsewhere, when re- 
ferring to God in such a phrase, the Apostle uses the words 6 Ved¢ ri¢ eipyyye, as 
Alf. remarks——(f) The addition of the autograph passage vv. 17, 18 is perhaps 
connected with the fact that a letter had been received by the church which 
claimed to be his, but was not actually so (see ii. 2). Itis probable that such 
autograph additions were made in his subsequent epistles generally or always, and 
not merely in letters io this church. That he has special reference, however, in 
the words as here used, to what he might have occasion to write to the Thess., is 
not improbable. 
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TOPICAL INDEX. 


A 


Abstinence from meats and drinks, 325. 

Advent, Second. See Second Coming 
and Parousia. 

American Editor, Notes by. See Notes 
by American Editor. 

Angels, Worship of, 233, 318; to be 
judged, 241, 242. 

Antichrist, 595-616, 621. 

Antiochus Epiphanes, 597, 598, 616. 

Apostasy, before the Lord comes, 595, 
596, 613, 614. 

Apostolic Constitutions, 246. 

Appearing, or Appearance of the Lord. 
See Parousia. 

Appia, 398, 415. 

Aquila and Priscilla, 456. 

Archippus, 391, 394, 395, 398, 415. 

Aristarchus, 383, 385, 393. 

Arius, 68, 72. 

Athanasius, referred to, 2. 

Augustine, referred to or quoted, 29, 67, 
70, 74, 80, 88, 89, 122, 138, 148, 255, 
295, 310, 316, 2U, 327, 537, 605, 606. 


B 


Baptism, buried with Christ in, 299, 300. 
Barnabas, and Epistle of, 199, 230, 384, 
516. 


Bishops and Deacons, in Philippi, 9, 10. 


C 


Cesarea, 385, 386. 

Caius, 64. 

Caligula, 565; as Antichrist, 612, 613. 

Christ Jesus, example of, 65; his 
humiliation in the incarnation, 66-78, 
107-110; the Saviour, 157; Head of 
the Church, 233-236, 272; eternal 
sonship, 511. 

Christology, 219, et seqq. 

Chrysostom, referred to or quoted, 2 
10, 12, 15, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 29, 35, 40, 
43, 44, 60, 61, 63, 66, 68, "74, 76, 83, 
88, 93-96, 09; 102, 105, 121, 122, 147, 
149, 151, 160, 161, 165, 168, 170, 172, 
177, 178, 180, 183, 184, 208, 209, 210, 


214, 217, 218, 226, 244, 247, 255, 260, 
262, 263, 282, 288, 301, 308, 323, 330, 
345, 348, 350, 352, 359, 362, 367, 370, 

372, 380, 389, 398, 400, 403, 409, 445, 
446, 449, 459, 471, 472, 497, 498, 502, 
504, 509, 510, 584, 585, 594, 598, 605, 
606, 619, 627, 630, 631, 

Circumcision, Christian, 297-299. 

Clement, 5, 163, 164, 186. 

Clement of Alexandria, 4, 44, 161, 196, 
199, 246, 291, 438, 568 

Clement of Rome, 40, a1 163, 164, 187, 
199, 438. 

Colossae, city of, in Phrygia, 193, 194. 
Colossians, Epistle to, 193, et seqg.; occa- 
sion and aim of writing, 194-198 ; 
date of, and where written, 198, 199; 
genuineness of, 199-205; exegesis of 
Chap. I., 208-263; notes, by American 
Editor, 263-278 ; exegesis of Chapter 
Ih, 280-331 ; notes by American Edi- 
tor, 331-341 ; exegesis of Chapter 
Iil., 3438-372; notes by American 
Editor, 372-376; exegesis of Chapter 
IV., 377-892; notes by American 

Editor, 392-394. 
Covetousness, warned against asidolatry, 
349, 350 
D 


Daniel, prophecies of, 609, 616. 
Deaconesses, 160. 
Demas, 386, 387, 394, 

Devil, ruler of the Cosmos, 220. 
Docetism, 76, 85, 248. 


E 


Epaphras, 101; founder of the Church in 
Colossae, 194, 212, 213, 265, 290, 383- 
387, 393. 

E paphroditus, 3, 4, 10, 22, 101-105, 115, 
Ae, 161, 175, "186, 188, 189) 100; 

Epicurean ‘corruption among Christians, 
146, 147. 

Epiphanius, 232, 396, 438. 

Episcopate, doctrine of the, 10. 

Essenes, 196, 232. 

Euodia and Syntache, 5, 164, 186. 

Exegetical literature, 427-429, 


635 


636 


F 


Fathers, and their children, 370, 376. 

Felix, imperial freedman, 187. 

Fellowship, 47, 48, 50. 

Flavius Clemens, 187. 

Freedmen of the emperor at Rome, 
186, 187. 


G 


Gain (to die is), 32, 33, 35. 

Glory of the Messianic kingdom, 218- 
220. 

Gnostic ideas charged upon the Epistle 
to the Philippians, 84-86. 

Gnosticism in Colossae, 195-198. 


H 


Hades, 40, 56; the dead in, 83; descent 
of ‘Christ into, 83. 

Hermas, Shepherd of, 280, 251. 

Hippolytus, 575, 

Holy Spirit. See Spirit, Holy. 


I 


Tgnatius, referred to or quoted, 27, 83, 
119, 130, 229, 242, 261, 347, 371, 438. 

Incarnation, the, 75-77. 

Intermediate state, 40, 56, 83. 

Irenaeus, referred to or quoted, 4, 85, 
199, 232, 438, 568, 605. 


J 


Jesus Justus, 885, 893, 415. 

Judaizing false teachers, in Philippi, 
119-124, 152, 153; in’Colossae, 195- 
198, 232, 317. 

K 


Kingdom, the Messianic, 218-220. 


L 
Lactantius, 545. 
Laodiceans, Epistle to, 204, 281, 388- 
90 


Life, hidden with Christ, 345-347. 

Linus, 186. 

Logos, doctrine of the, 79, 80, 110, 223- 
226, 269. 

Lucius, 64. 

Luke, 186, 886, 387. 

Lying, to be put off and away, 352, 353. 


M. 


Macedonia and Achaia, 454-456. 
Man of sin, 597. See Antichrist. 


TOPICAL INDEX. 


Marcion, 3, 4, 199, 396, 568. 

Mark, 186, 385, 393. 

Masters, duties of toward slaves, 377, 
378. 

Messianic salvation and kingdom, 218- 
220, 344, 347. 

Millennial reign of Christ, 527, 542. 

Mohammed, as Antichrist, 608, 609. 


iN. 


Napoleon as Antichrist, 609. 

Nero, 187,193, 570, 606 ; as Antichrist, 
612. 

Notes, by American Editor, 46-58 ; 
106-116; 152-158; 188-191; 263- 
278; 331-341; 372-376; 392-394; 
415-420; 458-461; 491-495; 509- 
511; 538-542; 560, 561; 588-590; 
619-623 ; 632, 633. 

Nymphas, 388. 


O. 


Onesimus, 194, 199, 376, 382, 383, 395, 
405, 406-408, 412, 413, 419. 

Ontology, 237, 238. E 

Origen, 89, 200, 396, 438. 

Original sin, 353. 


Eg: 
yh hierarchy and Protestants, 607, 
608. 


Paradise, 40, 56, 57. 

Parousia of the Lord, 14, 20, 39, 57, 67, 
87, 94, 150, 158, 165, 210, 241, 249, 
250, 300, 344-347, 355, 491, 529, 540, 
541, 545, 561, 582, 588, 589, 612, 621. 

Paul, the Apostle, visits Philippi, 1; 
writes from Rome Epistle to the 
ome aes 2,3; strong feeling ex- 

ressed, 4; another Epistle by to the 
Philippians, 6, 119-121, 152; posi- 
tion of at time of writing, 21-24; 
factious opposition to, 25-27 ; spirit of 
under this trial, 29,30; expectation 
and hope of, 80-82; confidence in re- 
sult of trial, 32-38; exhortations, etc., 
41-46, 58; on the second coming of 
the Lord, 48; claim of as to origin, 
position, character, ete., 126, 127 ; the 
prize, the race, the contest, the strug- 
gle, 136-140, 155; supposed letters of 
to Seneca, 187, 188; sufferings of for 
Christ, 258-256, 276; on the resur- 
rection of believers and unbelievers, 
526-537 ; expectation of being alive 
at the parousia of the Lord, 532-534, 
539-542; martyrdom of, 570; auto- 
graphic salutation in Epistles, 631. 


TOPICAL INDEX. 


Pauline and anti-Pauline 
Philippi, 25-29, 53, 117. 

Pelagius, 14, 15, 35, 81, 84, 119, 138, 
148, 161, 162, 165, 167, 176, 180, 184, 
236, 592, 594, 618. 

Perseverance of saints, 48. 

Philemon, 194, 383, 415; Epistle of 
Paul to, 395-420 ; genuineness, date, 
ete., 396, 397; contents of Epistle, 
398; exegesis, 398-415; notes by 
American Editor, 415-420. 

Philippi, in Macedonia, Roman colony, 
1; first city in Europe visited by 
eee 1; the church planted there, 1, 


Philippians, Epistle to, written in 
Rome, 2; date of composition, 2, 3; 
oceasion of writing the Epistle, 3; 
exhibits Paul’s love towards the Phil- 
ippians, 3,4; synopsis of contents, 4; 
genuineness and unity, 4,5; attacks 
on by rationalists, 5,6; another Epis- 
tle written before by Paul not now 
extant, 6, 119-121 ; contents of chapter 
L., and exegesis, 846 ; notes by Amer- 
ican Editor, 46—58 ; exegesis of chap- 
ter L., 60-106; notes by American 
Editor, 106-116 ; the classical passage 
or epos, 66, 78; exegesis of chapter 
IIL, 117-151; notes by American 
Editor, 152-158 ; exegesis of chapter 
IV., 159-188; notes by American 
Editor, 188-191. 

Polycarp, Epistle of to Philippians, 4, 
6, 10, 40, 119-121, 438, 568. 

Pope of Rome as Antichrist, 607, 608. 

Praetorium, 22, 23, 51, 186, 187. 

Praetorium of Herod, 187. 

Prayer, perseverance in, 378, 379. 

Preaching through envy, etc., 52-55. 

Psalms and hymns, Christian songs, 
365, 375, 376. 


R. 


Reconciliation, 240-243, 273-275. 

Regeneration, new life in Christ, 353- 
357. 

Resurrection, the general, 134, 135, 
155; resurrection of believers and 
unbelievers, 527. 

Resurrection body, the, 150, 151. 


8. 


Salutation, apostolic, 631. 

Salvation, 31, 54. 

Saviour, the, 157, 165, 166. 

Second coming of the Lord, 48, 459. 
See Parousia. 
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parties in | Seneca, the philosopher, letters of to 


_Paul, 187, 188. 

Silas (Silvanus), 161, 186, 432, 437, 
445, 446, 449, 459, 470, 472, 498, 502, 
567, 568, 577. 

Singing by Christians, 365-367. 

Socinian errors, 226, 231. 

Socrates and Plato, referred to, 344. 

Spirit of Christ, 30, 54, 55, 294. 

Spirit, Holy, 30, 42, 55, 61, 118, 124, 
166, 213, 215, 322, 365, 520, 521. 

Syntache, 5. See Euodia, 

Syzygus, 162, 188. 


Aw 


Teleology, 235. 

Temperance commended and urged, 825. 

Tertullian, referred to or quoted, 4, 196, 
199, 200, 322, 365, 396, 438, 568, 605. 

Thankfulness, duty and privilege of, 
368, 376. 

Theodore of Mopsuestia, referred to or 
quoted, 10, 16, 20, 22, 71, 133, 220, 
330, 517, 518, 605. 

Theodoret, referred to or quoted, 12, 15, 
17, 20-23, 30, 35, 40, 48, 44, 61, 67, 
71, 74, 84, 85, 101, 105, 119, 122, 131, 
133, 136, 137, 147, 149, 151, 161, 165, 
167, 168, 170, 210, 212,217, 243, 247, 
255, 258, 281,301, 315, 318, 330, 345, 
350, 364, 372, 391, 398, 448, 449, 451, 
452, 454, 468, 470, 483, 503, 507, 513, 
515, 517, 524, 528, 532, 535, 536, 537, 
546, 552, 558, 582, 595, 597, 600, 603, 
604, 605, 606, 615, 625, 627, 631. 

Theophylact, referred to or quoted, 12, 
17, 18, 29, 35, 37, 43, 67, 70, 71, 76, 
81, 83, 88, 93, 96, 118, 119, 122, 133, 
136, 137, 144, 146, 151, 160, 161, 165, 
168, 173, 176, 177, 178, 180, 186, 209, 
214, 218, 223, 227, 234, 243, 249, 255, 
260, 262, 295, 296, 301, 311, 321, 328, 
326, 330, 344, 345, 350, 357, 359, 362, 
865, 367, 372, 383, 389, 391, 398, 400, 
403, 411, 445, 448, 449, 450, 451, 453, 
457, 466, 467, 471, 473, 474, 476, 482, 
483, 498, 499, 513, 514, 517, 551, 552, 
554, 555, 582, 584, 585, 587, 594, 598, 
612, 628, 631. 

Thessalonians, First Epistle to, Intro- 
duction, 431-442; occasion, design, 
contents, 433-486; date and place of 
writing, 436, 437 ; genuineness, 438- 
442; exegesis, chapter I., 444-458; . 
notes by American Editor, 458-461 ; 
contents, chapter II., 463; exegesis, 
463-491; notes by American Editor, 
491-495 ; contents, chapter ITI., 497 ; 
exegesis, 497-509 ; notes by American 
Editor, 509-511; contents, chapter 
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IV., 513; exegesis, 513-537; notes 
by American Hditor, 538-542; con- 
tents, chapter V., 544; exegesis, 544— 
559; notes by American Editor, 560, 
561. 

Thessalonians, Second Epistle to, Intro- 
duction, 563-575; occasion, design, 
contents, 563, 564; date and place of 
writing, 564-568; genuineness, 568— 
575; exegesis, chapter I., 576-588; 
notes by American Editor, 588-590 ; 
exegesis, chapter IL, 592-605; fur- 
ther remarks on chaper II., 1-12, 
605-616 ; hortatory portion, 616-619 ; 
notes by American Editor, 619-623 ; 
exegesis, chapter III., 625-631; notes 
by American Editor, 632, 633. 

Thessalonica, city of, 431, 482; church 
in, planted by Paul, 432, 433. 


TOPICAL INDEX. 


Timothy, 3, 8, 9, 46, 98-101, 106, 114, 
131, 136, 140, 141, 144, 157, 161, 181, 
213, 214, 263, 398, 432, 437, 445, 446, 
449, 459, 471, 472, 497, 498, 502, 504, 
509, 510, 565, 567, 568, 577. 

Titus, 186. 

Trichotomy (spirit, soul, body), 557, 558. 


‘Tychicus, 194, 199, 382, 395. 


U 


Uncleanness, Christians warned against, 
348, 349, 


WwW 


Women, holy, in Philippi, 160, 163. 

Worship in the primitive Church, 365. 

Wrath of God at the day of judg- 
ment, 350. 
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Meyer, Heinrich August Wilhelm, 1800-1873. 

Critical and exegetical hand-book to the Epistles to the Phi- 
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gust Wilhelm Meyer... Translated from the fourth edition of 
the German by Rev. John C. Moore, s. a., the translation re- 
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